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CURRENT TOPICS. 





Practitioners in the Chancery Division will deeply regret to 
hear of the death of Mr. Conny, well known as one of the most 
able and painstaking of the Registrars of that Division. He died on 
Tuesday last, after an illness of less than a month. 





' Mr. Warren Puen will succeed to the post of Chancery Registrar 
rendered vacant by the decease of Mr. Copsy. Mr. Puen is a son 
of the late Mr. Puen, who was for many years one of the chief 
clerks to Vice-Chancellor KrypErstry. 





We Ave reason to believe that, up to the time of writing, the 
question whether the judges of the Chancery Division shall be 
relieved from the duty of going on circuit has not not been finally 
settled. 





Ir 1s unpERsToop that the judges of the Court of Appeal have, 
after consideration, made up their minds on the subject of affidavits 
of service in the Chancery Division. It will be remembered that 
some time since they announced that until they had consulted 
together the old rule was to prevail. That is to say, that wherever 
an order is“taken on affidavit of service against a defendant or 
respondent not appearing, an office copy of the affidavit was to be 
produced before the rising of the court. Before this announcement 
was made a loose practice had sprung up, and become gradually 
very common, of accepting the affidavit at any time before the 
drawing up of the order, provided the service sworn to appeared 
to be good service. We are able to state that the old rule will 


prevail for the future with some slight modifications. Until, how- 


ever, the conclusicns of the judges of the Court of Appeal have 
been formulated, it would be premature for us to attempt to state 
them. The Rule Committee will in all probability embody these 
conclusions in their next batch of rules. 





Tue Governwent Br ‘to amend the law of evidence in 
criminal cases by rendering accused persons competent to give 
evidence ’’ has been printed as amended by the Standing Committee 
on Law. The main clause now provides that, “in any criminal 
proceeding, and on every hearing, and at every stage thereof, an 
accused person, prisoner, or defendant (each of whom is in this Act 
referred to as a defendant), or the wife or husband of a defendant, 
may, if such defendant thinks fit, be called, sworn, examined, 
cross-examined, and re-examined as an ordinary witness in the 
case.’ The words ‘‘ on every hearing and at every stage thereof” 
were added in Committee, as also was a clause to the effect that the 
words ‘‘ criminal proceeding shall not be held to include proceedings 
before a grand jury.” The Bill, therefore, now expressly includes 
proceedings upon a summons, preliminary to committal to trial, 
before justices, which, however, would probably have come within 
the general expression ‘‘ criminal proceedings” without the added 
words. Does it also include proceedings before justices upon an 
information with a view to summary conviction? We think it 
does in all ordinary cases (see Cattell v. Treson, 27 L. J. M. C, 
167; Parker v. Green, 31 L. J. M. C. 183). But it will not 
include proceedings against a clergyman under the Church Discip- 
line Act (Bishop of Norwich v. Pearse, L. R. 2 A. & E. 281). 
There is, however, no definition of “‘ criminal proceeding” in the 
Bill, nor is there any repeal of such particular enactments as the 
Conspiracy and Protection of Property Act, 1875, s. 11; the 
Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, s. 12; the Licensing Act, 








1872, s. 51; and the Sale of Food and Drugs Act, 1875, s. 21, 
under which the defendant is competent to give evidence, the two 
former applying to all criminal ings, and the two latter 
applying to summary proceedings only. It might, perhaps, be 
desirable to define ‘‘ criminal proceeding” in express terms, and 
also to repeal the particular enactments which have already dealt 
with the subject. 


= 





Snyce Mr. Oscar Wiipr’s career on the other side of the Atlantic 
terminated, and he returned over that ‘‘ disappointing ocean,” the 
Supreme Court of the United States has been exercised with a 
troublesome and important case, arising from the desire of the trans- 
atlantic artists to preserve for their sorrowing countrymen the 
likeness of the classic form they have lost. It appears from the 
findings of fact made by the Cirenit Court that Mr. Sanowy, a 
photographer, ‘‘ under an agreement with Oscar Witpz, became 
and was the author, inventor, designer, and proprietor of the 
photograph in suit, the title of which is ‘Oscar Wiipz, No. 18,’ 
being the number used to designate this particular photograph, and 
the negative thereof; that the same is a useful, new, harmonious, 
characteristic, and graceful picture, and that said plaintiff made the 
same at his place of business in said city of New York, and within 
the United States, entirely from his own original mental conception, 
to which he gave visible form by posing the said Oscak Wiper in 
front of the camera, selecting and arranging the costume, draperies, 
and other various accessories in said photograph, arranging the sub- 
ject so as to present graceful outlines, arranging and disposing 
the light and shade, suggesting and evoking the desired expres- 
sion, and from such disposition, arrangement, or representation, 
made entirely by the plaintiff, he produced the picture in suit.” 
This ‘‘ useful, new, harmonious, characteristic, and 
picture” the defendants in the action in the Circuit Court were 
alleged to have pirated, and the question for the Supreme Court. © 
(which appears to have never before been decided) was whether — 
the photographer who produced the picture was “an author 
within the meaning of the copyright laws of the United 
States, so as to obtain the exclusive right to use, publish, and sell 
the picture. The court held that the findings of the Circuit 
Court, quoted above, showed that the photograph was “an original 
work of art, the product of the photographer’s intellectual inven- 
tion, of which he was the author, and of a class of inventions for 
which the Constitution intended that Congress should secure to him 
the exclusive right to use, publish, and sell.” It will be remem- 
bered that a very similar point arose in the courts of this country 
in Nottage v. Jackson (32 W. R. 106). 





Tue princrpaL ciavses of the Railway Commission Bill are 
directed to the enlargement of the Ro esreery of the Railway 
Commissioners, by extending it to include questions arising under 
special Acts, and the power to award damages. Such an a 
ment was highly desirable, and it will be carried out by the 
in a manner to which we think no reasonable person a 
But, in transferring actions generally and rating appeals, the Bill has 
not only gone beyond the recommendations of the Railway Rates 
Committee, but contains  enteaars which we cannot think either 
necessary or convenient. e provisions in question are contained in 
clauses 7 and 8. By clause-7, ‘‘ Where any action or other civil 
proceeding to which a railway company is a party is commenced in 
any superior court, the court may, on the application of any pert: 
or without such application if the court is of opinion that the 
transfer or reference is desirable, transfer such action or proceeding 
to the commissioners, or refer to them any particular question of 
fact or law arising therein, provided that, except by consent, no 
reference or transfer shall be made which would operate to deprive 
any party of the right to have any action for unliquidated damages 
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submitted to a jury;” and it is added that, where particular 
aestions are referred, the findings of the commissioners “ shall be 
dealt with as if they were thé award of an arbitrator on a.com- 
ulsory reference in an action”’’ (see, as to special case, Common 
w Procedure Act, 1854, s. 5, and, as to appeal, Rules of the 
Supreme Court, ord. 59,.r. 3). Surely this power of transfer is too 
we. The Railway Rates Committee recommended that the High 
Court ‘‘ should have power to refer to the Railway Commission cases 
which inyolve questions under the Railway and Canal Traffic 
Acts,” and to such a reference there could be little or no objection. 
But this clause allows the reference of any action or proceeding 
whatever, and we cannot think that it ought to be accepted in its 
present form. The saving for the right to ajury is rather strangely 
worded ; but, inasmuch as the power of transfer would exist at any 
stage, it would seem easy for either party compulsorily to substitute 
the commissioners for a judge of the High Court when the time 
for claiming a jury had passed by. Moreover, in any case where 
an injunction was claimed, and in almost all actions assigned to the 
Chancery Division, the power of transfer would exist uncontrolled 
by any saving whatever. As to rating appeals, the recommenda- 
tion of the Parliamentary Committee was that ‘‘ the commissioners 
should have power, on the joint application of parties, to act as 
referees in rating appeals.” Clause 6 travels far beyond this 
recommendation, by providing that ‘it shall be lawful for a court 
of quarter sessions, or any special sessions having jurisdiction to 
hear and determine rating appeals, either of its own motion or on 
the application of any party to the appeal, to transfer to the com- 
missioners any rating appeal to which any railway company is a 
party.” The principles upon which railways are rated, absurd as 
they are, are now pretty well understood by courts of quarter 
sessions, and we do not see how any useful purpose will be served 
by the compulsory reference to the commissioners of questions 
which stand wholly apart from those intricate questions of traffic 
facilities and undue preference which they were called into exist- 
ence to grapple with, and which they have hitherto grappled with 
in a manner satisfactory to all persons except railway directors and 
traffic managers. 





A prvistoyat cover (Stepuen and Maruew, JJ.), on Monday 
last, held, in Cundy, Appellant ; Le Cocg, Respondent (reported 
- elsewhere), that, under the 13th section of the Licensing Act, 1872, 
_& publican may be convicted of supplying liquor to a drunken 
, although the fact of the drunkenness was unknown to the 
mblican when the liquor was supplied. The section enacts that, 
‘if any licensed person permits drunkenness, . or sells 
intoxicating liquor to a drunken person, he shall be liable” on 
conviction to a fine not exceeding ten pounds. Very many cases 
have been decided on various statutes in which the principle actus 
non facit reum nisi mens sit rea has been applied ; but the cases in 
which the courts have refused to apply the principle are, perhaps, 
equally numerous, and it is not easy to find a correct test. It has 
been suggested, however, that, where the act done is one which is 
prima facie lawful, and is unlawful only under exceptional cir- 
cumstances, ignorance or erroneous belief regarding those cireum- 
stances will prevent a conviction; but that, where the act done is 
_ in ite nature a breach of the law by the person who does it, and is 
divested of that character only when a certain fact exists, the 
who does the act in ignorance of that fact is not excused 

see Maxwell on Statutes, 2nd ed., pp. 118, 121, citing especially 
leg. vw. Prince, L. R, 2 C. C. 134), Tried by this test, the 
innocent sale of liquor to a drunken person would be no offence, 
inasmuch as the sale of liquor is in itself lawful. It is worthy of 
remark, however—(1) that, in sections 14 and 16 of the Licensing 
Act, the word ‘‘knowingly” is expressly used, and from the 
omission of it from section 13 the inference may, perhaps, be 
drawn that guilty knowledge was intended to be no ingredient of 
the offence ; (2) that the words “wilfully or knowingly” 
the description of the offence in the repealed enactment 

(9 Geo. 4, c. 61, s. 21, and schedule), which preceded the Act of 
1872, from which, perhaps, a similar inference might be drawn. On 
the whole, however, we cannot think the decision in Ze Cocg’s 
ease to be undoubted law ; and it is to be regretted that, as the 
case was criminal, it cannot be carried to a Court of Appeal. Asa 
curious matter of history, it may be mentioned that the word 
“knowingly” occurred in clause 13 as the Bill was originally 





drawn, but was struck out in Committee of the House of Commons 
at the same time that words were inserted making the recording 
of a convietion upon the licence permissive instead of compulsory, 





Tue peciston of the Court of Appeal last week upon the law of 
fraudulent preference in the case of Hx parte Blackburn (reported in 
another column), although not applicable to the provisions of the 
new Bankruptcy Act, is not without interest as bearing upon the 
vexed question whether a fraudulent preference under section 92 of 
the late Act also constituted an act of bankruptcy as a “fraud. 
ulent conveyance, gift, delivery, or transfer of his property, or of 
any part thereof,” under section 6. The point was not expressly 
decided, but Corron, L.J., stated his view to be that such a 
fraudulent preference was primd facie an act of bankruptcy if 
done in the way pointed out by sub-section 2 of section 6. This 
dictum is at variance with the opinions of James, L.J., in Ex parte 
Stubbins, Re Wilkinson (29 W. R. 658, L. R. 17 Ch. D. 58), 
and of Bacon, C.J., in Ex parte Luck, Re Kemp (32 W. RB. 
296). In the result it was held that, whether the transaction in 
question did or did not constitute an act of bankruptcy, it was 
protected by the concluding words of section 92, ‘‘ But this section 
shall not affect the rights of a purchaser, payee, or incumbrancer 
in good faith and for valuable consideration.” In other words, 
although the transaction might be an act of bankruptcy to which 
the trustee’s title would relate back, still it was not void as such, 


similar way to that in which seizure and sale under an execution 
against a trader for a sum exceeding £50, although an act of 
bankruptcy available for adjudication, was held not to be void, 
unless a petition were presented within fourteen days, 
under section 87 (Hw parte (Villars, Re Rogers, 22 
W. R. 603, L. R. 9 Ch. 432). The same question cannot 
arise under the new Act, as the law has been amended by the 
omission from section 48, corresponding with section 92 of the late 
Act, of the concluding words of the latter section; by the assimi- 
lation of the time during which a fraudulent preference will be 
liable to be set aside to the time for which an act of bankruptcy 
will be ayailable to support a bankruptcy petition, and by the ex- 
press provision in the new Act (section 4 (c.) ) making a fraudulent 
preference an act of bankruptcy. 





A very Joyous scene occurred at the termination of the forty- 
one days’ sittings of the Lords’ Committee on the Manchester Ship 
Canal on the 23rd inst. Not only was the decision of the Com- 
mittee received with loud cheers, but there ensued a series of little 
congratulatory speeches. The leading counsel for the promoters, 
addressing the Duke of Ricumonp, the chairman, said that ‘no 
case had ever been more patiently or more intelligently investi- 
gated.” Counsel for the opponents expressed his assent, and the 
chairman, in reply, remarked that ‘‘the case has been most fairly 
and properly put before us, with immense ability on both sides, 
and that it is which has enabled us to unravel this difficult case.” 
No one appears to have joined in the chorus on behalf of the 
witnesses; but, as the chairman remarked that the Committee had 
“no fault to find with any of the evidence ” brought before them, 
it is to be hoped that the 151 witnesses who were examined share 
the satisfaction so generally and rapturously expressed. 





Ir WOULD BE INTERESTING to know what it is that causes so many 
applications for review of taxation as have lately come before the 
courts. On Wednesday last four such applications came consecu- 
tively before Mr. Justice Currry. It cannot be that the taxing 
masters are losing their cunning after so many years of experience 


being one result of the recent changes which practically diminish 
the profitableness of actions. 








Mr. Justice Butt has appointed Mr. Dowding to be his first clerk. 


‘Mr. Hastings-Otway, Q.C., county court judge of Antrim, died 
on Wednesday. 
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A REFRACTORY WARD OF COURT. 


Tur case of In re Sampson and Wall (32 W. R. 617) is calculated 
to make the late Vice-Chancellor Malins turn in his grave. That 
a ward of court with whom a gallant captain had committed the 


. unspeakable offence of eloping, in defiance of an injunction of the 


court, should snap her fingers at the learned judge who committed 
her husband ; should object to the proposed settlement and to the 
proposed trustees, and should achieve a complete victory, is a 
state of things undreamt of in that gloomy little room in the 
precincts of Lincoln’s-inn where so many severe, .admonitory, 
and paternal lectures were delivered to imprudent young gentle- 
men dangling after wards of court. , 

In the good old times the process was simple and effective. The 
offender was clapped into gaol, and told he would not come forth 
thence until a certificate that the marriage was valid had been pro- 
duced, and a proper settlement of the lady’s property had been 
prepared, approved, and executed, and the costs paid by him. The 
provisions of the settlement directed by the court depended upon 
whether the contempt was or was not flagrant. If it was flagrant, 
the rule was to exclude the husband from all interest in his wife’s 
property (Wade v. Hopkinson, 19 Beav. 613); although even in a 


flagrant case Lord Eldon suggested that the wife might be permitted, P 


in case there were no children of the marriage, and in case the husband 
should ‘‘ redeem himself by good behayiour during her life,’’ to 
benefit the husband by will (Mille{ v. Rowse, 7 Ves. 419); thus 
affording an inducement to the wicked one to amend his ways. 

But in the case referred to above it was necessary that 
not only the husband but the wife should execute the settle- 
ment. Hence arose the extremely perplexing dilemma which 
exercised Mr. Justice Kay and the Court of Appeal. A 
captain, forty — of age, a Roman Catholic, and without 
any fortune of his own, paid his addresses to a ward of 
court, twenty years of age, entitled to a fortune of £2,000 a year, 
and a Protestant. Mr. Justice Kay, on the application of the 
young lady’s guardian, restrained the captain from marrying the 
ward, and from holding any communication with her. Next day 
the captain, with notice of this order, eloped with the ward and 
married her at a registry office. Of course the captain was com- 
mitted to prison for contempt, and the learned judge ordered that a 
proper settlement, to be approved by the judge, should be made of 
the lady's fortune. The settlement prepared in pursuance of this 
order, after declaring the usual trusts for the wife and issue, 

rovided that, in default of issue, if the wife shouid die in the 
ife of the husband, the property should be held upon such 
trusts and subject to such provisions and declarations and in such 
manner in all ms geen not being for the benefit of the husband, 
as the wife should, notwithstanding coverture, by deed or will 
appoint, and, in default of such appointment, for her next of kin, 
as if she had died intestate and without ever having been married. 
To this settlement the wife objected, on the ground that it excluded 
her, if there should be no issue of the marriage, from making an 
appointment by will in favour of her husband. Bhe also objected 
to the pro trustees, on the ground that they were persons who 
had taken a prominent part in endeavouring to prevent her 
marriage, though otherwise not unfit. 

The imprisoned husband applied to be released from custody, 
meekly expressing his willingness to execute the settlement in the 
form proposed. But the wife absolutely refused to execute the 
settlement, and applied to have it wel in the particulars stated. 
Mr. Justice Kay refused to vary the settlement or to release the 
husband till the settlement was executed both by the husband and 
the wife. The fact that they appeared by the same solicitor, 
though by different counsel, he considered showed-that the wife’s 
objection to the settlement was really prompted by the husband. 
The wife remained obdurate, and appealed from the judgment, 
taking care to appear on the appeal by a different solicitor from the 
busband’s solicitor. The Court of Appeal, as Cotton, L.J., - 
fully expressed it, ‘yielding to the lady’s wishes,” directed that 
the settlement should be varied, and the trustees should be changed 
as she desired; that the settlement, as altered, should be tendered 
to her for execution ; and that the case should be brought on again 
in the course of a few days. No doubt (although the reporter 
culpably omits to mention the fact) the settlement was executed 
by the wife; the husband was released, and, let us hope, they will 
live happily ever after, 


| or not it is unn 





THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. | 543 


The observations of Cotton, L.J., with regard to the objection 
raised by the lady to the trustees, show more than anything else 
the completeness of the victory achieved by her. It will be re- 
membered that she objected to the trustees solely on the ground 
that they had taken an active part in endeavouring to prevent 
the marriage. She proposed trustees who were admitted to be 
friends or relations of the husband. Yet this is what the learned 
Lord Justice said: ‘‘ As regards the trustees, the objection is, if one 
may say so, a question of feeling on her part; and if we are 
asked to decide this case on the view that the persons proposed 
and approved by the court below as trustees were improper per- 
sons to be trustees, I should entirely dissent from that view. The 
lady entertains strcng opinions on the point ; whether reasonable 

to enterinto. In my opinion it is highly 
desirable that when there are trustees of a settlement, those trus- 
tees should be persons with whom the parties interested in the 
trusts of the settlement can hold friendly intercourse, and the lady 
has stated reasons which one can conceive may have effect on her 
mind, which may make those trustees, though fit to be trustees 
for anybody else, and fit to be trustees but for her view, 
personally distasteful to her. Therefore, I think the better 
course will be to substitute three of the persons whom she 
roposes. It is said that they are all friends or relations of 
the husband. That isso; but I asked whether there was any 
personal suggestion against them, and I was told there was not. 
Mrs. Sampson has been living with the husband’s mother, and she 
and Captain Sampson are to be during their lives husband and wife. 
Why is it to be an objection if they occupy this position, the trus- 
tees having no discretion to exercise as between husband and wife, 
that those trustees are friends of the husband, and one of them, 
I think, a relation, it being impossible almost to get anyone on 
the other side of the family who can be without objection on the 
of the lady named as trustee?" Translated into exceedingly 
improper language, this means that the court found itself ‘up a 
tree.” It could not compel the wife to execute the settlement; 
it could not reasonably keep the husband, who professed his 
willingness to execute it, all his life in prison; and if the settle- 
ment was not executed the wife could hand over the whole 
perty to her husband. There was nothing for it but to ‘yield to 
the lady’s wishes’ ; and the lesson of the case is that a ward of 
court who has been married in defiance of the court is now, under 
such circumstances as in the above case, mistress of the situation, 
and, within limits, can mould the settlement to suit the wishes of 
herself, and, it may be surmised, also of her husband. 


———_ 
or 


ADMISSIBILITY IN EVIDENCE OF 
UNSTAMPED DOCUMENTS. 


Nor long ago Williams, J., is stated to have announced in court 
that, after consultation with other indges, he had come to the con- 
clusion that whereas, before the Stamp Act, 1870, unstamped 
documents were admissible to prove fraud and other collateral 
issues, the Stamp Act, 1870, had completely altered the law and 








THE 


confined the admissibility to criminal proceedings only. This an- 
nouncement may, pérhaps, have been misund and, what- 


ever may haye been its exact effect, it was at all events made with- 
out argument, so that in a legal sense a very important question 
has been stirred, but not authoritatively decided. We propose 
shortly to examine the statutes and cases on the point. 
The present law is briefly but emphatically laid down in the 
17th section of the Act of 1870, which, following section 16, 
whereby the well-known provisiens are made for stamping un- 
stamped documents in court upon payment of penalties, enacts 
that, ‘“‘save and except as resaid, no instrument executed 
in any part of the United Kingdom . . . shall, except in 
criminal proceedings, be pleaded or given in evidence, or admitted 
to be , useful, or a e in law or equity, unless it is dul 
stamped in accordance with the law in force at the time when it 
was first executed.” The Act of 1870 was a pura yey Boy 
Shane being repected by the Talend Revenue, opeal Ah, 1870 
stamps being re venue 
(93 & 34 Vict. ay) Prior to 1870 the law was as follows :— 
Common Law Procedure Act, 1854, ss. 28, 29, and a Stamp 
Act of the same year, 17 & 18 Vict. c. 83, the admissi- 
bility of unstamped documents generally, and particular Stamp 
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Acts, of ‘which the most important were 31 Geo. 3, c. 25, 
s. 19 (bills of exchange), 43 Geo. 3, c. 126, s. 6 (receipts), 
and 37 Geo. 3, c. 19 (leases and deeds), regulated or pro- 
hibited the admissibility of unstamped documents upon parti- 
cular subjects. The terms of the Common Law Procedure 
Act, 1854, were, negatively, that an unstamped document 
* should not be received in evidence’’ until the penalties had been 
paid, and of 17 & 18 Vict. c. 83, s. 25, affirmatively, that un- 
stamped documents might be received in evidence in criminal pro- 
ceedings. The Stamp Act, 1870, therefore re-enacted the two 
enactments of 1854 in more precise and in more comprehensive 
terms. In more precise terms, because the exception for criminal 
proceedings was placed side by side with the general prohibition of 
admissibility, and with the other exception marked by the words 
“save and except as aforesaid,” thus pointing the way to the opera- 
tion of the well-known rule of construction, expressio unius exclusio 
alterias, from which would result an absolute inadmissibility of 
unstamped documents except as expressly excepted. In more 
comprehensive terms, because in addition to the simple direction that 
unstamped documents “‘ shall not be received in evidence,”’ we have 
the words—which ought to mean a great deal—‘“‘ or admitted to be 
good, useful, or available in law or equity.” Now, looking to the 
fact that the undoubted effect of very numerous decisions (see 
Matheson v. Ross, 2H. L. Cas. 286) before 1870 was that unstamped 
documents were admissible for collateral purposes, what more 
reasonable inference, it may be asked, could be drawn than that the 
Legislature so precisely and comprehensively framed the 16th and 
17th sections of the Stamp Act, 1870, as to nullify for the sake 
of the Revenue these very numerous decisions? In the interests 
of criminal justice it was, of course, desirable to admit unstamped 
documents, and to set aside the law of R. v. Gillson (1 Taunt. 95) in 
which it was held that an unstamped policy of fire insurance was in- 
admissible to prove arson; but for all other purposes, Parliament 
may, it willbe said, be conceived to have shown an intention that 
the interests of the Revenue must be first considered—that is to 
say, that those who wish to profit by a document must first pay 
their debt to the Crown which arose in connection with the 
execution of the document. 

It cannot be denied that these arguments have very great force, 
and, were it not for the previous history of the Acts and cases, we 
should pronounce them to be sound. But it is to be observed that 
the very words ‘admitted in any court to be good, useful, or 
available in law or in equity ” occurred in at least three of the old 
Stamp Acts: in 9 & 10 Will. 3, c. 25, s. 59 (being the fifth in 
order of the 105 enactments repealed by the Act of 1870, and 
the earliest enactment in which they occur), in 31 Geo. 3, c. 25, s. 
19, and in 43 Geo. 3, c. 126, s. 6, and that these words were ex- 

y construed in Keable vy. Payne (8 A. & E. 555) to allow 
admissibility for a collateral purpose. In this case the plaintiff 
sued in assuwmpsit for goods sold and delivered. His case was that 
the defendant had received the goods from a third party, who had 
obtained them from the plaintiff by pretending to buy and pay for 
them by a cheque which such third party knew would be dis- 
honoured. The cheque, though unatamped, was held admissible. 
We have selected Keable v. Payne for notice, because it is one of 
the few instances in which the very words of the statute upon 
which the decision of the court proceeded are cited in the report 
and noticed by the court, Littledale, J., observing that, “ although 
statufe 31 Geo. 3, c. 25, s. 19, uses the words ‘available in law or 
equity,’ yet these must be nnderstood with some qualification ; as, 
indeed, is admitted by the counsel who support the rule, in the 
eases of forgery and usury.” In the majority of the other cases, 
and notably in the House of Lords case, Matheson v. Ross (2 
H. L. Cas. 286), the statute is ignored, if not by the judges, at least 
by the reporter, as if the exact terms were, like the terms of the 
Statute of Frauds, fully and accurately known by everybody con- 
cerned. However this may be, we think, upon the whole, that 
the Legislature must be deemed to have taken the terms of 31 
Geo. 3, c. 25, s. 19, and 43 Geo. c. 126, s. 6, which are similar 
thereto, as impressed with the meaning which the courts of law 


and the House of Lords in Matheson v. Ross (ubi sup.), had given | Eng! 


to them, and that meaning is, as stated in the headnote to Matheson 
v. Ross (in which an unstamped receipt, also purporting to be an 

statement of accounts, was allowed to be given in evidence 
to show the agreed state of accounts only) that, ‘if a document 


evidence, and, if stamped, would be evidence to establish any point 
litigated between the parties, it cannot be received, but that, if it 
would be of no benefit when stamped, it may, though unstamped, 
be received in evidence.” This decision of the House of Lords, it 
may be observed, gave a more limited interpretation to the expres. 
sion “‘ collateral purpose” than had been given to it in many of the 
prior cases by Tilsley, 8rd ed., p. 248). If another effect had: 
been intended, the Act 37 Geo. 8, c. 19, might have been borrowed 
from, which provided that no lease or deed should be given in 
evidence ‘in any manner whatever.” The adaptation, in the Act 
of 1870, of the form of words used in 81 Geo. 3, c. 25, s. 19, and 
43 Geo. 3, c. 126, s. 6, in preference to that used in 37 Geo, 
8, c. 19, would, we think, be taken to show that the Legislature 
intended the law as laid down by the House of Lords in Matheson 
vy. Ross, to remain unimpaired. 








RECENT DECISIONS. 


CUSTODY OF LUGGAGE BY A PORTER. 
(Hodkinson v. London and North-Western Railway Company, 
Q. B. D., 32 W. R. 662.) 

The facts which led to the loss of luggage in this case must a9 
frequently happen that it is of considerable importance to take note 
of the decision upon them, more especially as a county court judge, 
Mr. Thomas Hughes, Q.C., had decided against the railway company, 


and having had her luggage taken out of the train and put on the 
platform in the ordinary way, told a porter that she would leave the 
luggage at the station for a short time and then send for it. The 
porter accepted the care of the luggage, but the same day mis- 
delivered it, and it was lost to the owner, who sued the company for 
the loss. The court, reversing the county court decision, gave judg- 
ment against her, Lord Coleridge, C.J., saying that it was perfectly 
clear that there had been a delivery of the luggage by the company, 
and that the lady had re-delivered it tothe porter; but that the com- 
pany’s duty was over when the delivery on the platform was made, 
As far as regards the liability of the company as insurers, we have no 
doubt of the correctness of this decision. The duty of a company isto 
have luggage ready for the passenger for delivery on the platform at 
the ordinary place Of delivery, and to keep it there until the pas- 
senger; in the éxercise of due diligence, can claim it (Patecheider v. 
Great Western Railway Company, 26 W. R. 268, L. R. 3 Ex. D. 153), and, 
if porters are employed to carry luggage to cabs, their liability as in- 
suréfs continues until the porters have discharged this duty (Richards v. 
Lontin, Brighton, &c., Company, 7 C0. B.; at p. 860, pe” Williams, J.). 
But it seems clear that this liability cannot extend to a case where 
the passenger, for his personal convenience, and not for the purpose 
of assisting delivery (as seems to have happened in Patscheider’s case), 
extends the period of custody of the luggage. As warehousemen, 
however, we think that perhaps the company might have been held 
liable if negligence had been proved, and it is, perhaps, a little to be 
regretted that this point, which may have been present to the mind 
of the county court judge, is not dealt with in the judgment of the 
court. If the luggage had been deposited in the cloak-room in the 
ordinary way, there would, no doubt, have been evidence on which 
the company might have been held liable: see Mitchell v. Lancashire 
and Yorkshire Railway Company (L. R. 10 Q. B. 256); and, as to the 
liability of a railway company as involuntary bailees, see Heugh v. 
London and North-Western Railway Company (L. R. 5 Ex. 51). 








On the 26th inst., in the House of Commons, Mr. Whitley asked the 
Attorney-General whether it was trne, as stated im a paragraph in the 
Daily News of Friday, May 23, ‘‘that the proposed re-arrangement of 
assize courts, suggested by a committee of judges, had been abandoned 
in deference to strong objections which been raised in many parts of 
land and Wales, and that the judicial bench will/be strengthened 80 
as to meet the difficulty arising from the present condition of overwork 
of the j .’ The Attorney-General said it was correct that represen- 
tations been received obj to the removal of the assizes from 
different counties. Full attention been given to those representa- 
tions, but it was not correct to say that any scheme had been abandoned. 





which is unstamped, but which requires a stamp, is offered in | 





No scheme had been prepared. was no intention of increasing the 
number of judges..- 


<r 


It appeared that the plaintiff, a lady, on arriving at a railway station, . 
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REVIEWS. 


LOCAL GOVERNMENT. 


Ay OUTLINE oF LocaL GovERNMENT AND LocaL TAXATION IN ENG- 
LAND AND WALES, TOGETHER WITH SOME CONSIDERATIONS FOR 
AMENDMENT. By R. 8. Wricut and Henry Hosnovse, Barris- 
ters-at-Law. W. Maxwell & Son. 

This treatise is published with the expression of a hope that it may 
be especially useful at a time when measures are in preparation for 
the reform and improvement of local government and taxation. The 
work is founded on two memoranda privately circulated by Messrs. 
Whitbread and Rathbone, M.P., among members of Parliament in 
the year 1877, and an introduction by those 
states the reasons why, in their opinion, the existing system of local 
government needs improvement. They point out that the main cause 
of the defectiveness of the existing organization is the complication 
of the areas into which the country is sub-divided for the different 
purposes of administration, which complication operates, as they 
think, injuriously in two ways—viz., , because it involves the 
concurrent existence of a number of distinct governing bodies in- 
dependent of each other, and conflicting sometimes in interest or 

icy, even when having, to some extent, the same.area of juris- 

Fiction ; secondly, because the same cause prevents the ratepayer 
from seeing or controlling the total of the in tebtedness by which he 
may be affected. The body of the work contains an account of the 
existing organization of local government in England with reference 
to the various statutes on the subject. Part 1 deals with (a.) the 
existing units of local government, and (b.) the matters which are 
locally administered. Part 2 relates to the amount of local taxation 
and indebtedness, containing various convenient tabular statements 
on the subject, and part 3 contains considerations with a view to the 
amendment of local government. The figures given in 2 are 
certainly very striking. ere is no doubt that the total sum 
borrowed for local purposes has been increasing since 1868 with a 
rapidity that prima facie is quite alarming. e great question, 
however, for the economist is whether, and to what extent, the 
—— has been productive, and the capital originally borrowed 
and expended is being replaced. If the money so raised has really 
been well and judiciously invested, and the capital expended is being 
replaced by the operation of sinking funds, the big total need not 
necessarily be a subject for alarm. ft would not be-reasonable tu 
say that the London and North-Western Railway Company must 
come to grief because it had laid out so many millions on capital 
account. We feel some doubt whether these schemes of improved 
local government will make much difference as to expenditure. It 
will be found, we think, that the great bulk of the borrowing is done 
by the borough corporations in their municipal and sanitary capaci- 
ties. No alteration is proposed in their case. 

The proposition contained in the third part of the book is that the 
union in rural districts should. be taken as the inistrative unit, 
and, in urban districts, the borough or local board district. This 
would involve the constitution of such districts into unions for poor 
law — Whatever views may be taken with regard to the 
shape which any reform of local government should take, there can 
be no doubt that this book is a most useful contribution to the 
literature on the subject, and will be of great value to any person 
desiring to become familiar with the existing system and its evils. 





AVERAGE. 


AVERAGE AND ARBITRATION. By ManiEy Hopxins. 
Epirion. Stevens & Sons. 


This can scatoely be called a legal handbook. It is rather a 
popular exposition of the practice and principles of average adjust- 
ing. To is weanas adjuster the work must; be invaluable. To the 
lawyer it is 4 little unsatisfactory. Still, Mr. Hopkins’s book 
thoroughly fulfils the main intention for which it was written, and is 
generally accepted amongst average adjusters as a standard work in 
connection with the questions with which they have to deal. In this 
edition a good deal of new matter has been incorporated. The last 
edition was published sixteen years ago, and, in the interval, the 
Legislature has busied itself largely in matters connected with the 
mercantile marine. Moreover, im 1877, the body of re; ions, 
known as the York-Antwerp Rules, which re t something of an 
approach to an international codification of the law of general 
average, were drawn up, and are now pretty erally adopted. In 
discussing warranties, the author remarks t the absence of an 
implied warranty of seaworthiness in the case of time policies, such 
as is implied in the case of voya; licies, ‘‘ is certainly an 
anomaly.” He apparently, however, is of opinion that the anomaly 
could be best removed by the doing rosea Ba the warranty in the case 
of both time and voyage policies. The Merchant Shi » on 
the other hand, proposes to remove the anomaly by making the 


FourTH 


tlemen forcibly. 
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implied warranty the same in both cases, subject to the modification 
poh toon nme The fee ane tage cg have pe 
two new @ i containi opinions 
counsel, — 1871, a Oe —— Side se the 
of assisting a vessel o @ ground, wages 

ad ths teow ter ew tae , are chargeable in 
Sead ce teats Meseustan sf Nowaner take 

of Trade Memorandum of November last. 
credits Mr. Chamberlain with the composition of this memorandum. 
As a matter of fact, Sir Thomas Farrer was the author. We cannot 
congratulate Mr. Hopkins on his style. Literary blemishes are, of 
course, more noti = 6 Seek ae ee ee ee 
treatise than in a work which is purely technical. . i 
is generally diffuse, and occasionally extremely slipshod. Why, for 
instance, does he talk about ‘“‘ the sine quad non of a loss” when he 
means the sole cause of a loss, or of a muster being, under certain 
circumstances, ‘‘the alone servant of the owner of the wr 
These and similar signs of h ee een 
the last edition of the book. Possibly they are due to a desire for 
the new edition to appear at a time when a good deal of public 
attention is being attracted to all questions connected with merchant 
shipping law. 
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PATENTS. 


THE PATENTS, DESIGNS, AND TRADE-Marks Act, 1883, WITH THE 
RvLEs AND INSTRUCTIONS, TOGETHER WITH PLEADINGS, ORDERS, 
AND PRECEDENTS. By J. E. CrawrorD Munro, Esq., Barris- 
ter-at-Law. Stevens & Sons. 


This is an unpretentious edition of the Act which ought to meet 
with a fair share of success, for the author seems to have been at 
some trouble to make his book complete, Certain it is that to any 
writer on the subject of this Act t facilities have been afforded by 
the authorities of making a -sized book with very little trouble, 
for the Act itself is not very short, and when to this are added three 
different sets of rules, three more different sets of instructions, and 
three of forms, a very considerable amount of material is provided. 
So much assistance is, in fact, given in this direction that it might 
have been ible to dispense with the extracts from Mr. Chamber- 
lain’s pare § on introducing the Bill, as what legal readers of the 
Act have to discover is, not what was the object of the Government in 
promoting it, but what are the changes in the law effected by it, and 
the one is by no means necessarily the same thing as the other. To 
our mind the quotation of parliamentary speeches, and of the memo- 
randa prefixed to Bills, has rather an air of , as it seems 
rather to sug; that the author has not taken the trouble to find 
out for hi what is the effect of the Act. To do Mr. Munro 
justice, however, we do not think that this is the case in this in- 
stance. He seems to have gone into his ject with a fair amount 
of thoroughness, and some of his notes give useful information. 
Thus the note to section 5, relating to the application for a patent 
and the specifications, occupies more than five closely-printed pages ; 
that to section 25, relating to applications for prolongation, is of 
about equal length ; that to section 47 collects the law on applica- 
tions for the registration of designs; and we might mention other 
instances of good work. The note to section 26, however, contains 
no statement, of even the most meagre description, of the grounds of 
revocation of a patent, which it would have been very useful to 
have, and we have noticed some other omissions where guidance was 
wanted. The table of cases is arranged in a good form, and pro- 
fesses to give all the references, but we do not think that this pro- 
fession is in all cases quite borne out. A useful addition is a selection 
of precedents of ents, &c., ing to patents; but the forms 
of pleadings, copied from the ap: ices to the Supreme Court Rules 
of year, would not often be found in practice ee oy er 
pel: ws ab Pg ee equ oh oP vate 
considerable that a great future can y pase any 0 
them, tet thie book fc of least better thas tovene the others. We 
should have been able to say so more decidedly if the author had told 
us something of such topics as rp egg novelty, &c., which, 
though not the direct subject of the Act, will yet have almost in- 
variably to be considered in connection with it. 


TORTS. 


Leaping OasEs ON THE Law or Torts. With Notes. Edited 
by W. E. Batt, Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons. 


This is a collection of some cases on the law of torts, under 
the divisions of ‘‘ Defamation,” “ of Title,” ‘‘ Malicious Pro- 
cedure,” ‘ Malicious Interference with Rights erally,” ‘ Negli- 
gence,” ‘‘ Dangerous Animals and Works,” “‘ on ” 
“Conversion,” ‘‘ Nuisance,” ‘‘ Assault and Battery,” ‘‘ False Im- 
mes soe and ‘‘Seduction.” The author has “largely availed 
i ” of ‘Mr. Bigelow’s American work on the same subject,” 
the selection of leading cases being ‘‘ nearly the same as Mr. 
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low’s.” The selection does not strike us as bei i ly happy ; 
the ent might at least have been alphabetical, the prac- 
tice of annotating a case here and there instead of annotating every 
case with cross-references where one Ww. is sogearenenhs ge = 
pleadings are set out at too tlength. We are , however, 

that the notes are ner reser th gate as faras we haw been able to dis- 
cover uniformly, good. Subsequent cases to the “leading ones” are 
copi cited. Histinctions are carefully pointed out, the exact 
state. of the authorities on disputed questions is accurately given, 
and there, is much intelligent and independent criticism. As instances 
of able dissertation we may mention the treatment of the cases 
surrounding Cornjoot v. Fowke (6 M. & W. 358), Rylands v. Fletcher 
(Ll. B. 3 H. L. 330), and George v. Skivington (L. R. 5 Ex. 1). 


ee 


BANKRUPTCY. 
LgcTrurESs oN Bankruricy. By Jonn F. Haynes, LL.D. Stevens 
& Sons. 


This unpretending little book is a reprint of the lectures delivered 
by the author before the Liverpool Law Students’ Association. It is 
well worthy of the student’s perusal, and will be found an excellent 
introduction to Bankruptcy Law by those who desire to obtain a 
general idea of the new Act and its innovations. The author claims 
to have incorporated in his text (so far as examination purposes are 
concerned) every point of importance in the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, 
and the General Rules made in pursuance thereof, and his great ex- 
périence in catering for the wants of students is a rantee that in 
these 200 pa ill be found the answers to most of the questions on 
Bankruptcy few which may be asked in the forthcoming examina- 








CORRESPONDENCE. 


BANKRUPTCY COSTS, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.} 


Sir,—Having read the letter of your correspondent, ‘“‘A London 
Solicitor,” in your issue of to-day’s date, we venture to submit our 
2 of a taxation of costs under the Bankruptcy Act, 1883. 

he petition was filed in the Chelmsford County Court. 

The public examination was held at Chelmsford, and the general 

aes in London, both of which we attended on behalf of the 


r. 

The bill, as delivered to the registrar for taxation, amounted to 
about £42; but, upon taxation, was allowed at £11 8s. 8d. 

The fees out of pocket amount to £13 5s. 6d. 

There is accordingly no profit, but, on the contrary, we are 
£1 16s, 10d. out of pocket. 

The following is a copy of a letter which we sent to the registrar 
of the Chelmsford County Court on the subject :— 


‘*2ist May, 1884. 

* Dear Sir,—We are in receipt of your letter of the 19th inst. 

“We cannot understand your taxation of our bill of costs, which, 

to your taxation, is allowed at £11 8s. 8d. 

**Qur fees out of pocket amount to more than the above sum—viz., 
£13 5s. 6d., out of which £10 18s. 8d. was actually paid for fees on filing 
the petition. The rest of the fees out of pocket are made up of rail 
fares to Chelmsford, affidavits, &c. We can understand t our bi 
should be taxed in accordance with the scale, but we cannot understand 
that solicitors should not only have to work for nothing, but should be 
ye to put their hands in their pockets and contribute towards court 

ees. 


“We return our bill for your further consideration, which we hope 
you will kindly give it.—Yours faithfully, * Bryant & Desenuam. 

“To the Registrar, Chelmsford County Court.’’ 

We perfectly agree with your correspondent that facts of this 
nature will easily explain the decrease in the number of seas em A 
petitions, and the substitution of private arrangements in their 


8 x Bryant & DEBENHAM, 
25, Philpot-lane, E.C., May 24. 





SOLICITOR’S BILL OF COSTS ON FILING DEBTOR'S 
PETITION. 


The following is a copy of the bill of costs mentioned in the letter 
of *‘A London Solicitor ” in our last issue :— 


Taxed off. Lower Scale. ype Charges. 
& 8s. d. and 8a t 
Instructions for petition . , : . 100 
Attending ing if bankruptcy peti- 
tion filed ’ . . a ; ‘ 0 6 8 








DN eco et ek phe. ORE 
Drawing and attesting petition ° ‘ 013 4 
Paid stamp and parchment . . - 500 
Fee i aling a a ae eee : : 8 
wo copies petition for sealing . . 0 
Attending court with ition when day 
| ized for publle exatafnaton. aa 100 
ttending receiver, paying 

depoitof#5. . . . 068 
Paid 5 0 0 


Attending with debtor on official receiver 
when he was examined and the debtor 
was to be allowed to carry on his busi- 
ness as manager on of official 
receiver, if some of his creditors 
would consent to this course, and I was 
to represent this to them and obtain 

018 4 _ their consents ° < 4 ; ‘ 013 4 

Drawing form of authority to official re- 
ceiver to allow debtor to manage his 
business, keeping the premises open for 
that purpose, and ai on four 
creditors therewith, when they signed 





013 4 same . . * ; . . . 013 4 
0 6 8 Attending the official receiver therewith . 0 6 8 
Writing debtor as to-his statement of 
0 3 6 affairs . ° . : ; : 03 6 
Drawing and two fair copies statement of 
affairs, in all sixteen folios (and after- 
wards attending at Carey-street filing 
3 3 0 same) . > ‘ . ° 3 3 0 
0 6 8 Attending debtor on his being sworn. 0 6 8 
ot OM em - heats ‘2 4 1 4 
ttendi ebtor very fully on his affairs 
as to eat offer he could make to his 
creditors, when I pointed out difficulty 
he would have in paying a dividend of 
103. in £ as he previously desired, 
and that he must consider whether his 
relations would stand out until dividend 
paid to enable him to pay 7s. 6d. : also, 
whether his would guarantee 
any part of composition. Long inter- 
013 4 view, overtwohours . j P y 013 4 
Attending him again when he reported on 
these points and instructed me to make 
an offer of 7s. 6d. in £, the last 2s. 6d. 
0 6 8 secured . . ‘ . o F ‘ 0 6 8 
Attending him when he stated he had 
over-estimated amount and wished me 
0 6 8 tw offer 6s. 8d. in £ instead . 4 ‘ 0 6 8 
Attending meeting of creditors, when he 
was adjudicated pt, with a trustee 
2 0 OO meeting, 1} hours. é ¥ . v 200 
Writing debtor, advising him of appoint- 
ment for public and to be 
died woe ey Re 0 3 6 
ttending court w tor passed hi 
1 5 0 publicexamination . : : 150 
Drawing bill of costs and copy, six folios 02 0 
Attending for and obtained appointment 
to tax, and notice thereof . ; ; 05 0 
Attending taxing .  . Pagiy 06 8 
Postages, ke. . ‘ 3 . 6 05 0 
10 3 2 10 26 1415 8 
10 2 6 
2418 2 
Taxed off 10 3 2 
1415 0 
Outpockets 10 2 6 
Three-fifths . 412 6 
215 6 





N.B.—About 5s. 6d. more was pe for forms and for law stationer’s 
charge, reducing my profit to £2 10s. 


7 





COMMITMENT FOR DEBT, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Jowrnal.} 

Sir,—As there have been many communications to you on this 
subject, and I wish to elicit opinion, the following statement may 
interest he proenen. Let me first observe that I have all along 
thought the statute of 1869 placed the question on an unsatis- 


| gactory footing. But, as some of your correspondents say, the 
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: May 31, 1884. 











fiankruptcy Act of 1883 has entirely dislocated the already defective 
machinery. 

The whole of the High Court practice under section 5 of the 
Debtors Act, 1869, has now, in pursuance of section 103 of the 
recent Act, been assigned to the Bankruptcy Division. Under sub- 
section 4, and general rules 269 and 270, the county court regulations 
as to judgment commitment summonses are applicable to the 
London Bankruptcy Act, and summonses on High Court judgments 
for any amount are now issuable out of county courts having bank- 
ruptey jurisdiction. Hitherto the London court has treated this 
section as giving to the county courts in question exclusive jurisdic- 
tion, and as to town cases it has (no doubt with the best intentions, 
andin compliance with the supposed directions) cast a number of 
petty obligations on creditors, practically undoing the Act. 

In county courts an applicant for a commitment summons is called 


upon to sign (in an almost humiliating form) an undertaking to |‘ 


prove the debtor’s means, and if the judgment be one of an outside 
court an office copy of such judgment, with an affidavit negativing 
satisfaction, must be produced, and in all cases where the judgment 
is over four months old such affidavit is made obligatory. 

I recently called the attention of the authorities to the points (1) 
that the county court rule of 1870 requiring an undertaking to 
prove means had been superseded, and that such courts continued 
without statutory authority to demand it; (2) that the London 
Bankruptcy Court was itself the High Court, and that the rule re- 
quiring office copy judgment and affidavit (on the footing of its 
being ‘‘ another ” court) was inapplicable ; (3) that hitherto no affi- 
davit had been required in the Queen’s Bench Division to issue a 
summons, whatever the date of the judgment; and (4) that the 
Bankruptcy Act, 1883, s. 103, sub-section 4, could only have been 
intended to give county courts concurrent, and not exclusive, jurisdic- 
tion over High Court judgments. Iam glad to say that the sitting 
registrars fully appreciated the difficulties cast upon solicitors (giving 
the most considerate attention to the matter), and in the ay they 
saw their way to acceding to points 1 and 2, and also to point 3 as 
regards judgment under four months old; and it was stated that 
directions would be given to dispense with these hampering and 
expensive formalities in future. As to judgments over four months 
old, they thought they would exceed their powers if they dispensed 
with the affidavit; so, on that point, and point 4, they referred me 
to the judge, who will be approached in the hope that after the many 
years’ experience of the superior court simple, though defective, 
rules, the profession will not, by a mere stroke of the pen, be called 
upon to enforce their High Court judgments in county courts, or 
through similar entangled machinery only appropriate in dealing 
with trivial sums and ligitants in person. FRanois K. Munton. 

954, Queen Victoria-street, May 28. 





THE REMUNERATION ORDER. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—I shall be glad if you, or some of your readers, will give me 
the benefit of their opinion on the following point :— 

A solicitor acting for the vendor on the sale of a property of £200 
also peruses the draft on behalf of a mortgagee who to join in the 
conveyance. 

What would be his remuneration under the Act of 1881 ? 

According to rule 8 of schedule 1, made in pursuance of the Act, 
he would be entitled to charge £5 as vendor’s solicitor, as the rule 
says, ‘“‘ Where the prescribed remuneration would, but for this pro- 
vision, amount to less than £5, the prescribed remuneration s be 
£5;” but as he would be entitled to £2 under rule 4 as acting for 
the mortgagee, the question arises whether the fact that he receives 
£2 under this 4th rule is to be taken into consideration in deciding 
whether the solicitor’s ‘‘ remuneration would, but for this provision, 
amount to less than £5,” or not. If, in fact, in the case I have put, 
- remuneration would be £2 in addition to the £5, or only £5 in 


It seems to me that, as two separate and distinct interests are re- 
Spreenind, the remuneration should be assessed separately, and that 
he proper charge to make would be £2 under rule 4 and £5 under 
rule 8 ; but I submit that it is a point worth consideration. 

Bristol, May 22. CHARLES EDWARD BARRY. 


_ [It seems to us that the first words ‘‘ the prescribed remuneration ” 
in rule 8 of schedule 1 must mean the remuneration prescribed by the 
Scale prefixed to the rules, for otherwise rule 8 would have said 
“where the whole remuneration.” In the case put by our corres- 
pondent, therefore, we think the solicitor is entitled to a fee of £5 as 
Solicitor for the vendor, and to £2 additional for the on 
behalf of the mortgagee. But the question is a doubtful one, and 


ae it— 
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THE NEW PRACTICE. 


R. 8S. C., 1883, orp. 41, n. 5—Jupementr on Onpen—Inporsep Memo- 
RaANDUM.—In a case of Treherne v. Dale, before the Court of Appeal on the 
23rd inst., a question arose as to the of the memorandum in- 
ore mae : nuns of seaet ne 
or order made in any cause or req' any person an 
thereby ordered shall state the time, or the time after service of the 
jud ent or qnier, in Salen Sean Be 
of the judgment or order which shall be served upon 
too othe come Uncen chalh bo bubaeesl ananeneainn ts tae aaain 
effect ollowing—viz., ‘If you, the within-named A. B. 

judgment [or order] by the time therein limited, you 
Pa ee I Oe te et cae the euestion obey the same 


his hands. By mistake the copy of the order which was 
defendant, instead of being indorsed with the memorandum in the words 
mentioned in rule 5, was indorsed with the following memorandum (in the 
form formerly used in the Court of Chancery), ‘‘If you, the within-named 
A. D., neglect to obey this order by the time therein limited, you will be 
liable to have your Property Ly oreipern for the of compellin 

you to obey the said order, and you may also be liable to be arrested an 

committed to prison.”” It was contended that this ty vitiated 
the service, and that, therefore, an order for attachment could not be 
made for disobedience to the original order. The court (Baccanuay, 
Corton; and Lrxvtey, L.JJ.) held that the was ‘‘to the 
effect’? of that given in rule 5 of order 41, and that, therefore, the service 


was good. 

Another objection to the service arose in this way. The original 
order directed payment of — oa Ry Sage tet: § and the order 
was not served until that day passed. A supplemental order 
was made, which extended the time for payment until four days after the 
service of the order. The two orders were served er, but no memo- 
randum was indorsed on the second order. It was objected that the 
second order ought to have been indorsed with the memorandum as well 
as the first. The Covrr held that this was unnecessary.—CounssL, 
Oswald ; Allen. Soxicrrors, J. P. Ogle; E. H. Greenhill. 





PRACTICE APPEALS.* 
(Before Hawkuys and SmiTH, JJ.) 
May 21.—La Fargue v. Stead. 


Ord. 65, r. 12, applies to the taxation of costs of proceedings com- 
menced and prosecuted before, but in which falesaeess has been 
signed after, the Rules of Court, 1883, came into operation. 


Langley v. Sugden (ante, p. 86), approved. 
This-was an ap Joris Pet eatbes referred by Mathew, J., to the 
court. The had decided that, although lest than £50 had been 
recovered by the plaintiff, he was en to costs upon the High Court 
scale in respect of p in the action prior to the Rules of Court, 
1883, coming into operation. 

ben cf £50" wronghull aaa bp the dctendent pee in eae 
amount o . as connec- 
tion with advances made by the defendant to the tiff. 

The case came peekrvabger ys Shaver psyan Hey a jury, in May, 1883 
and was then by ponent CS SP Sea to a master, the costs of 
the reference to be in the s discretion, and the costs of the action 
to abide the event of the reference, 

The reference was heard by the master in , 1884, and he certified 
that the plaintiff was entitled to recover from the defendant £31, with the 
costs of the reference. 

Judgment was signed for the above amount in May, 1884. 

Cyril Dodd, for the defendant.—Rules as to costs are concerned with 
rocedure, and are retrospective: Wright v. Hale (6 H, & N. 227). Field, 
+» 80 at in see the rule here in question (ord. 65, r. 12) in Langley 

v. Sugden (ante, p. 86). 

Archibald, for the eer A Tias +60) ae y. Hale was 
disapproved in Kimbray v. Draper (L. R. " . By the agreement 
to taker im this chat; Sse cents which were to abide the event were costs 
to be taxed under the then existing rules. by Ragen te ay rules 

of Field, J., in peep BAR 
ord. 65, r. 12, “In actions ded on 
contract, in which the plaintiff recovers a sum = than £50,’ include 


spective effect. The rule, however, 
intiff should have his costs 
ught his action for £59 before 
think he should Lave costs upon 
eure dismissed, without costs, 


citors for the Finnis § Wylie. 
Solicitors for the nt, Spooky, Mumford, § Sandom. 








* Reported by Cuanies Cagnsy, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 
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(Before Grove, J., and HuDDLESsTON, B.) 
May 26.—Savile v. Kane. 
Judgment against married woman under order 14. 


In this case the defendant, a married woman, moved the court to have a 
judgment entered against her in November, 1882, set aside, upon the 
ground that at the date of the judgment she had no perty except 
thout power of 


ion. 

The action was brought in 1882 against the defendant as the maker 
with her husband of a joint and several promissory note. Judgment 
was obtained by the plaintiff under order 14 in November of that year. 
In December, 1882, the defendant applied to Mathew, J. in chambers, to 
set aside the judgment, upon the ground merely that she was a married 
woman, but the sean on was dismissed. 

’ The plaintiff had recently taken out a debtor’s summons in the county 
court at Windsor, where the defendant was temporarily residing, under 
the provision of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, and had obtained an order for 
payment. 

eee oe judgment was invalid from the beginning. If the defend. 
ant separate estate which she could alienate, it was wrong in form, 
and an peqery as to such estate should have been directed: Pike v. Fitz- 
gibbon (L. R. 17 Ch. D. 454). If she had not separate estate, there could be 
noj ent against her, and it was wrong in substance. As for lapse of 

» Like v. Fitzgibbon is an authority for saying that such a judgment 
it to Shcntiod notwithstanding. He cited also Durrant v. Ricketts 

(L. R. 8 Q. B. D. 177), and Chapman v. Biggs (L. R. 11 Q. B. D. 27). 

Clare, for the plaintiff.—The defendant has a considerable income 
derived from property settled to her separate use. The court ought not to 
ot haat after such long delay in seeking it. In Pike v. Fitzgibbon the 

it did not appear in the action, and in Durrant v. Ricketts she 

led in proper time. Thisis not a casein which.the court will de- 

the plaintiff of his judgment: International Fi ial Society v. 
Gas Company, (L. R. 7 Ch. D. 241, per James, L.J., at p. 247.) 

* The Courr directed that the judgment should be set aside and the de- 
fendant be allowed to defend upon the terms that the-defendant should 
within a week pay into court the amount of the judgment and all costs 
incurred by the plaintiff. 

Appeal allowed. 

Solicitors for the plaintiff, Beyfus ¢ Beyfus. 

Solicitors for the defendant, Kaye ¢ Guedalla. 








(Before Grove and Day, JJ., and Huppizston, B). 
May 27.—Porter v. Wotton. 


Ord. 42, r. 15, does not authorize a judgment ‘créditor to recover 
by éxécution the costs-of an inquisition consequent upon degit, 
nor can he have such costs taxed with a view to further execution. 

_ This was ana; from Mathew, J., giving the plaintiff liberty to refer to 
a master for taxation of the costs of the plaintiff of and occasioned 
by the issuing of a writ of elegit and the inquisition consequent thereon, 
and ordering that such costs and the sheriff’s charges should be paid by 
the defendant to the plaintiff and the sheriff respectively. Upon the 26th 


of July, 1883, the plaintiff issued a writ of elegit for £58 8s. upon a judg- 

~ ment, ed by him —— the defendant, and lodged the same with the 
the sheriff of ‘Essex. Upon the 28th of July the sheriff took possession of 
the farming stock and implements of the’defendant, and after in quisition, 
whereby the same were assessed of the value of £69 15s, 6d., delivered 
them over to the 9 cage who had caused them to be sold by auction. 
The amount which the had realized did not appear. The sheriff's 
in respect of the levy for poundage and fees amounted to 

£12 5s. 6d. From these facts it was apparent that the amount at which the 


goods seized under the elegit were valued by the jury on the inquisition was 
not sufficient to cover the amount of the judgment debt and the poundage 
andexpenses of execution. The plaintiff therefore applied in cham- 
the expenses of the levy and the inquisition taxed by the tax- 
Seen with a view to further process by fi. fa. or elegit, the defend- 
being said to be in possession of goods which could not have been 
@ under the first writ of execution. 

ay pee for the defendant.—The rules do not give a judgment credi- 
tor the right to include in his levy the costs of = inquisition, There 
should be only one levy under the writ. Otherwise there would be no 

finality in the process : Mahon v. Miles (45 L. T. 540). 
A’B. Terreli.—In Mahon v. Miles the execution creditor was in pos- 
the defendant’s lands. Here the sheriff has returned nihil as 
The plaintiff has included the sheriff’s fees; but he is entitled, , 
under ord. 42, r. 15, to recover by further execution the deficiency, and 
all the expenses connected with the execution, and for that object to 
have the costs taxed. If the costs were taxed the plaintiff would be justi- 
saempey Hage — of the last levy’and issuing execu- 


wn Tha rule entitles a judgment creditor to include in th 
which he levies the sheriPe for ~ po’ ran i 


i 
z 


i 


fined to the sheriff's charges. If it were otherwise there would be n 
finality, and one writ of execution would only lead ‘to another. : 
the plaintiff must fail upon this ground, that he seeks the assistance 


Huppuzston, B., and Day, J., concurred. 
Appeal allowed, with costs. 
Solicitors for the a ‘Wrightson § Green. 
Solicitors for the defendant, Crook ¢ Carlill. 
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BANKRUPTCY CASES.* ; 


In BANKRUPTCY. 
(Before Mr. REGISTRAR MURRAY). 
May 21, 28.—Re Clark and Clark. 


Bankruptcy Act, 1883, ‘ss. 18, 28 — Composition or scheme of 
arrangement under section 18—Power of the court over disc 





by creditors under section 18. 


S. Woolf, in support of the application. 

W. W. Aldridge, the official solicitor, for the chief official receiver. 

These were proceedings instituted under the Bankruptcy Act, 1883; the 
first meeting was held on the 28th of March, 1884, and the second confirma. 
tory méeting was held on the 23rd of April, 1884. The debts proved 
amounted to £2,549 5s. 6d., and the assenting creditors were thirty-five in 
number, of the amount of £1,901 19s. 1d.. The scheme provided amongst 
other things—first, ‘‘ that any costs of the chief official receiver shall be 
taxed and paid by trustee;’’ second, ‘‘that the debtor shall be dis. 
charged when the committee shall so resolve, and a certified copy of such 
resolution, signed by the trustee, shall have the same effect as an absolute 
order of discharge granted by the court to the debtor under the Act.” 

On behalf of the chief official receiver it was objected that there was 
no power in the creditors to provide for the taxation of and payment by 
the trustee of his costs otherwise than in the prescribed manner. In the 
second place, that the resolution dealing with and providing for the 
discharge of the debtor by the creditors and its derogation was wholly 
ultra vires, and contrary to the true intent. and meaning of the Bankruptcy 
Act, 1883. On these and other grounds it was submitted, on behalf of the 
chief official receiver, that the proposed scheme was unfair and unreason- 
able, and not such as should be sanctioned. by the court. 

May 28.—Mr. Recisrrar Murray, having taken time to consider, in 
delivering judgment, reviewed in detail the different sections of the Act 
relating to the grant of the order of discharge, and held that it was 


wholly foreign to the plain intent of the statute to place the discharge of 
ebtors ii 5 power.of the credi and still more that they should 
on egate any- wer t0 the coiiliiittee of inspection. 
He ion the scheme, but gave leave to 
call a fresh first meeting of creditors, in order that they might have another 
opportunity of considering a scheme for the settlement of the debtor's 
affairs 


Solicitors, Gush, Phillips, & Co.; W. W. Aldridge. 








A complimentary dinner was given on the 27th inst., by about 
forty of his old pupils, to Mr. John L. Tatham, of Lincoln’s-inn, 
who, after practising as a conveyancer for fifty years, has lately 
retired. The dinner took place at the Ship and Turtle, Leaden- 
hall-street. Lord Justice Lindley was in the chair, and was sup- 
ported by Mr. H. Fox Bristowe, Q.C., Vice-Chancellor of the 
County Palatine of Lancaster; Mr. A. E. Miller; Q.C., one of 
H.M.’s Railway Commissioners ;’ and Mr. 8. B: Bristowe, judge of 
county courts. Mr. Justice Cave and Mr. Justice Day, who were 
amongst Mr. Tatham’s pupils, were unavoidably prevented from 
being at the dinner. Those present included many practising 
members of both branches of the profession, and some who have 
retired. 
dinner, amongst whom were Messrs. B. and H. 8. Wake, of 
Sheffield, and Mr. T. G. Teale, of Leeds. Lord Justice Lindley 
proposed Mr. Tatham’s health, which was drunk with enthusiasm. 
Later in the evening Vice-Chancellor Bristowe referred, amidst 
much applause, to the great courtesy and kindness which Mr. 
Tatham had 
pupils. 

On the 26th inst., in the House of Commons, Mr.Ince asked the Secre- 
tary of the Treasury what was the number of employés engaged at the Middle- 
sex i , and which of these was it should be taken into 
Government employ at the Land Transfer Office, and out of what fuuds 
were those to be so taken at present paid. Mr. Courtney said: I am in- 
formed that there are nine officers ‘now employed at the Middlesex 
oe Ng epee be MH Sie oh 

5 e 

we would endeavour to elton was reduction in its cost ; but we coma 
at present judge whether this is possible. 








the 4 


* Reported by Wxatr Hazr, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 


May: 32, 1884; | : 


court forthe purpose of having costs taxed provisionally, with a view { . 









of. or release of debtor, although composition has been accepted 2 


Several of them came-from a distance to attend the. 


always shown to those who had once been his. 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Venpor’s Lizn ror Unpatw Purcuase-monsy—Lanp IN REGISTER 
County—2 & 3 Anne, c. 4.—Ina case of Kettlewell v. Watson, before the 
Court of Appeal on the 28th inst., the question arose whether when land is 
situate in a register county, a vendor loses his lien for unpaid purchase- 
money, because, though he retains possession of the title deeds, he enables 
the purchaser to register his conveyance, and does not himself register any 
memorandum to show the existence of hislien. Fry, J., held (L. R. 21 Ch. D. 
685, 26 Soricrrors’ Journa., 216) that in such a case the vendor had not by 
so acting lost his lien, and this view was affirmed by the Court of Appeal 
(Baccatiay, Corton, and Linpxey, L.JJ.), though theyreversed the decision 

Fry, J., on another ground. Luinvuey, L.J.. (who delivered the judg- 





of 
bment of the court), said that the primd facie right of an unpaid vendor of 
land to an equitable lien upon it for the amount of his unpaid purchase- 
money was too well established to be disputed. There was no necessity 
for the vendor to stipulate for the lien; and, although the lien arose 
from, and might, in one sense, be said to be created by, .the contract of 
gale, still no contract to confer the lien was necessary, and in that sense 
the lien might be said to arise independently of contract. It followed 
that where the lien was notin fact conferred by a written instrument, 
there was no instrument creating it a memorial of which could be registered 
under the provisions of the Statute of Anne. The vendor’s lien was in this 
respect like a ore of deeds as a security for a loan, without any 
memorandum or document showing the purpose of the deposit. Sumpter 
vy. Cooper (2.B. & Ad. 223) decided thut the statute did not apply to a 
security so created, and no other decision would bein accordance with the 
language ofthe Act. Such cases were not provided for by the statute, 
and it was not competent for the court to hold a transaction to be within 
the provisions of a statute when its language clearly did not apply to 
it.” The answer to the contention. that the vendor’s lien must be 
negatived, simply on the ground that no memorial of it was registered, 
was, that there was no document of which a memorial could 
be made» The Agra Bank v. Barry (L. R. 7 H. L. 135) was a valuable 
authority to show that a purchaser of land in a register county was not 
bound to inquire about deeds and documents, memorials of which had 
not been registered, and of which he had no notice. But that case had 
no bearing on tiausactions memorials of which were not required to be 
made or registered. Neither could their lordships accede.to the conten- 
tion that in register counties it was not necessary for a purchaser to 
inquire for and examine deeds memorials of which were regis The 
istered memorials themselves gave very little information, and the 
object of the statute seemed rather to. be to let people know what the 
were to inquiré about than to dispense with inquiry respecting deeds an 
documents memorials of which .were registered. On the one hand, the 
register invited a purchaser's attention to the documents on it; on the 
other, it limited his inquiry to those documents, unless he had notice of 
others from some other quarter. The common practice was certainly in 
accordance with this view, and, primd fucie, a purchaser of land 3 
register county omitted ordinary precautions if:he made no inquiry 
respecting the documents the existence of which was disclosed by the 
register.—CounsEL, Whitehorne, Q.C., and Bunting ; W. Barber, Q.C., and 
Bardswell ; Cookson, Q.C., and Langworthy.. Souicrrors, Layton § Jaques; 
Hickin § Graham ; Paterson, Snow, & Bloxam. 





FravupuLent Prererence—Act or Banxruproy—Payeer iv Goop Farra 
AND FoR VatvuaBLe ConsIDERATION — Bankruptcy Act, 1869, ss. 6 
(sus-sEctTion 2), 92.—In a case of Ex parte Blackburn, before the Court of 
Appeal on the 23rd imst., a question arose as to the effect of a 
“fraudulent preference.’’ — Section 92 of the Act of 1869 provided 
that (inter alia), ‘*every conveyance or transfer of property, or charge 
thereupon made, and every payment made, by any person unable 
to pay his debts as they become due from his own moneys, in favour of 
any creditor, or any person in trust for any creditor, with a view of giving 
such creditor a preference over the other creditors, shall, if the person 
making or paying the same become bankrupt within three months after 
the date of making or paying the same, be deemed fraudulent and void 
as against the trustee of the bankrupt appointed under this Act; but this 
section shall not affect the rights of a purchaser, payee, or incumbrancer 
in good faith and for valuable consideration.’’ d by sub-section 2 of 
section 6 of the same Act it was made an act of bankruptcy ‘‘ that the 
debtor has, in England or elsewhere, made a fraudulent conveyance, gift, 
delivery, or transfer of his property, or of any part thereof,’ but it was 
provided that an act of bankruptcy should not be available for the making 
of an adjudication of bankruptcy, unless it had occurred within six 
months before the presentation of the petition for adjudication. In the 
present case, the trustee in a liquidation claimed to set aside certain 
transfers made of goods and other property. which the debtor had in 
January, 1882, made in favour of ‘a creditor by way of 
security for, moneys due from the debtor to the creditor. The 
liquidation petition was filed in March, 1882. The debtor was in 
insolvent circumstances at the time when the transfers were ‘made, and 
it was alleged that they were void as against the trustee as fraudulent 
references within section 92. Bacon, C.J., held that, even if the 

fers were made by the debtor with the substantial motive of pre- 
ferring the creditor, and were thus within the first part of section 92, the 
creditor was within the protection of the viso at the end of that 
section, as being ‘‘an incumbrancer in good faith and for valuable con- 
sideration .”’ pon the appeal, it was argued that the transfers were 
also void against the trustee as acts of bankruptcy within sub-section 2 


of section 6, and that a transaction which was po Ee within section | 





92 was necessarily also fraudulent within sub-section 2 of section 6, and 
that under that sub-section the creditor who took the benefit of the im- 
yeached transaction was not entitled to the protection of the proviso at 


e end of section 92, which, it was said, was expressly ‘ited to 
tection against the operation of the first part of that section. 
AGGALLAY, L.J., thought that it would be an absurd construction 
of the Act, if a person was to be under section 92, on 
the ground that he was a purchaser or incumbrancer in good faith, 
and for valuable consideration, and the very same transaction was 
to be void as an act of bankruptcy under sub-section 2 of section 
6. Possibly the right construction might be that, if the transaction was 
made an act of bankruptcy, still it was not to be made void as regarded 
the person who had dealt in faith and for valuable consideration. 
But, if it was not void as a fraudulent preference, his lordship vee, «he 
wae a8 Soe eT oat eae an lt er tele a 
ruptcy. TION, L.J., sail { there were dicta 0: e 
effect that a fraudulent preference was not Sotrepelly on act of bank- 
ruptey, and there were dicta the other way. He was of opinion that a 
fraudulent preference was primd facie an act of bankruptcy, that is, if it 
was done in the way pointed out in sub-section 2 of section 6. It was an 
attempt to deal wii oy by a way contrary to the bankruptcy law. 
Without absolutely deciding the point, that was the inclination of his 
lordship’s opinion. But then what was the meaning of the saving clanse 
in section 92? A reasonable construction must be given to the words, 
and he was of opinion that they meant that, whether the act was 
fraudulent under one section or the other, a who received the 
transfer or payment in good faith and for value was to be protected. 
Otherwise there would be this absurdity—that, while he was eet 
from the operation of the transaction as a fraudulent preference, he would 
have to give up the property on the ground that the same t 
was an act of bankruptcy. His lordship was of opinion that the meaning 
was that a person who had acted in good faith and for valuable considera- 
tion was to keep the property which he had acquired as against the 
trustee. Lrpiey, L.J., concurred,—Counset, Cooper Willis, Q.C., and 
Crump ; Winslow, Q.C., and West. Soxicrrors, Speechly, Mumford, § Co. ; 
W. & J. Flower §& Nussey. 





DomictLE—Marriace or ENGLISHWoMAN WiTH ForEIGNER—SsEtruBMENT 
or Wire’s Property — Szparate Use—Operration of Wit or Wire. 
—In a case of Hernando v. Sawtell, before Pearson, J., on the 19th inst., 
a question of domicile’ arose. On ‘December 21, 1881, a domiciled 
Englishwoman, a widow possessed of real estate in England, was 
in don to a domiciléd Spaniard. On December 20, the =< before the 
marriage, a settlement of the real estate was’ executed in —— 
form, the intended husband being a party to the deed.“ By this the 
intended wife, with the approbation of the intended hasband (which . was 
expressed to be given in consideration’ of a renunciation the same da: 
executed by her of any rights which she would otherwise have acq) 
by her marriage in respect of the property of herintended husband, according 
to the law of Spain) ted the real estate to'a trustee, in fee, to hold to 
such uses, upon and for such trusts, and in such manner the 
intended wife, notwithstanding her intended coverture, and whether 
covert or sole, by deed or writing, executed and attested as therein men 
tioned, and acknowledged fas required ‘by the statute law 
or by will or codicil, should from time to time or at any 
and subject as aforesaid to the use of the intended wife, 
assigns, for her sole and se use, Without power of 
otherwise than by deed or 
in manner aforesaid; and it was thereby declared that the 
take effect and be construed according to the law of England. 
poll dated February 23, 1882, and executed and attested in 
with the provisions of the settlement, and duly acknowledged, 
in exercise of the power reserved to her by the settlement, aj 
the real estate should, immediately after the execution of the deed poll, 
go, remain, and be to the use of herself, her heirs and assigns, for her 
sole and separate use and benefit, freed and from the débts, 
control, and engagements of her husband, and so she should have 
full power to dispose of the same, by deed, will, or otherwise, ; 
Setnt Bt no if che wens 6 fome take By an indenture dated the same “ 
to which the husband was a party, she, as beneficial owner, and with the 
consent of her husband, appointed and conveyed, and the husband con- 
veyed, the real estate to a trustee in fee, to hold the same unto and to the 
use of the trustee, his heirs and assigns, in fee simple, upon trust to sell 


the same and to stand possessed of the net purchase- (with ent 
of costs and expenses), upon trust o pay cotain dabta spouted tas oeietale 


ffs 
; 
it 
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to the deed, and, subject thereto, interest for such or persons as the 
wife ‘‘shall, at any time or times hereafter, w under coverture or 
not, by any writing or writings, from time to time ”” and in 


default of and until any such intment, and, subject thereto, in trust for 
the wife, her pote adaninetbahes, dr for her sole and separate 
use and benefit, free from the debts, control, and its of her 
husband. In pursuance of this deed the trustee thereby appointed sald 
the property, and out of the proceeds of sale he paid off the debts men- 
tioned in the schedule, and a surplus remained in his On the 8th 
of June, 1882, the wife died, without issue, leaving her husband, who was 
still a domiciled S surviving. Her father and mother also sur- 
vived her. The wile had, on the 2ist of December, 1881, immediatel, 
iage, executed a will in the Snitch Sen. otiah gomaeian 
to be made in exercise of the power reserved to her 

settlement, and of all other powers her plies ©. Oe behalf; and 
ted, and declared that 

wer 


Oe ehich ebe ballon Giieecing at the time of her death should 
P 1S Ford ake leave ne" children, she 


be held and applied as follows 
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four-fifths of her real and personal estate to her husband absolutely, and 
she gave the remaining one-fifth, 
annuities, to her father and mother, and certain legacies to her brother 
and sisters, or the children of such of them as should die before her 
leaving children. She made no other will, and after her death the will 
was proved in the Probate Divisio. According to Spanish law, as she 
had without descendants, two-thirds of her property belong to her 
parents, as their share according to law, notwithstanding the will, and the 
uestion arose under which law, —— or Spanish, the property was to 
distributed. On behalf of the father and mother of the wife it was con- 
tended that the will was not a valid exercise of the power of 5 ag 
reserved by the deed of the 23rd of February, 1882, because, having been 
executed before that deed, it was not an appointment by writing “ at any 
time hereafter’? ; and that it was not an effectual will by virtue of the 
limitation to the te use of the testatrix in default of appointment, 
because the effect of that limitation was only to exclude the husband, 
and to give her a full power of disposition, but a power which could only 
be in conformity with the law of her domicile at the time of her 
death. Pzanson, J., held that the limitation to the separate use must 
operate, and that the will must take effect according to English law, 
and that, therefore, the dispositions made by it were valid. He said that, 
I at all the circumstances—among others, the renunciation ex- 
by the wife, which was of the consideration for the ori 
settlement — it was clearl tended to be an English settlement 
and the subsequent deatings with the property were intended 
to have similar consequences. She was intended to have the 
power of dealing with the property as an Englishwoman, with all 
the a of an lishwoman. ‘To hold otherwise would be to derogate 
from the original agreement between the husband and wife, that she was 
to be excluded from his age and he from hers. But, looking at the 
deeds themselves, which were English deeds, dealing with a subject- 
matter situate in England, which could be dealt with only by deeds 
according to English law, the property being real estate of a lady who 
was otiginally an Englishwoman he was of opinion that he could only 
construe the limitation to her te use according to English law, as 
pales her in the position of a feme sole, and enabling her to exclude her 
usband after her death, as he was, by the terms of the settlement, 
during her life. His lordship was of opinion that, under the limitation to 
—e use, the wife had power to deal with the property as she 
P » whether the power of appointment was duly exerci by the 
will or not. It was not necessary to decide whether the will passed the 
under the power, because it did so by virtue of the limitation to 
separate use. But, after the decision in Boyes v. Cook (L. R. 14 Ch. D. 
53), it was difficult to say that the will was not an exercise of the power. 
— Counset, Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., Underdown, and Methold; Giffard, 
Q.C., and Stirling ; Dibdin; D’ Arey Todd. Soutcrrors, Wynne ¢ Son; 
Clarke, Woodcock, § Ryland ; Bridges, Sawtell, § Co.; Arthur Tyler. 





Costs—Taxation—Covunsei’s Fzzs.—In a case of Lianover v. Homfray, 
on the 23rd inst., Pzarson, J., said that he regretted very much that 
seemed to be a disposition at the present time to cut down the costs 
of.two counsel. If that was to be done, he did not know how the leadi 

were to do their business properly, nor how the junior counse 
were to learn their business. So far as he was concerned, except in cases 
where really no leading counsel ought, under any circumstances, to be 
retained, he was certainly not disposed to disallow the costs of two briefs 
on taxation.—Counszt, Cookson, Q.C., and Sangster Green; Kekewich, 
Q.0., and Hornell; Osler. Sotscrrons, Freshfields ¢ Williams; T. W. 


: 


Soictrok and Crtent—Costs — Taxatton—Orrer sy Sottcrror To 
accept Repycep Amount—Costs or Taxatron.—In a case of In re Paull, 
before Pearson, J., on the 23rd inst., a question arose as to the liability to 

the costs of a taxation. A solicitor delivered a bill of costs amount- 
to £361 19s. 2d., and he afterwards offered to accept £320 16s. 2d. 
client, however, insisted on having the bill taxed, and the 
master struck off items amounting in the whole to £81 3s. 8d., thus 
reducing the o al amount by more than one-sixth. The taxing master 
was of opinion that, as the solicitor had offered to accept £40 less than the 
original amount of the bill, the question whether mcre than one-sixth had 
taxed off ought to be determined by the amountas reduced by £40. 
this Denny of calculation thé reduction by taxation was only £41 
£320, or less than one-sixth, and therefore, the taxing master held 
the client must pay the costs of the taxation. Pzanson, J., held that 
had to the original amount of the bill, and that, as more 
of that amount had been disallowed, the solicitor must pay 
taxation.—Counse., Vernon R. Smith ; Byrne. Sexicrrors, 
oddard ; Whitakers § Woolbert. 
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or Costs—Costs or Rerexence—Bt11 DELtverep ror St 
Tue Sum or THE Parricunars ser ovr.—In the case of G. H. 
@ summons to review taxation, before Chitty, J., on the 
waged: gape that a solicitor acting for executors of a testator, 
a bill of costs for £83 3s. » With the words thereunder 

“a eabiiar tineoe delivered a — se himself 
, upon taxation e uary tee, certi- 

taxed the bill at £66 13s, 4d, but treating the bill as if 

8 instead of for £83 3s. 4d., deducted the disallowance 
smaller instead of th amount, with the result that less 
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delivered was for the larger amount, Currry, J., being of opinion that 
the bill delivered was a statement of disbursements and costs which 
entitled the solicitor, not to the whole amount of £83 3s. 4d., but to £78, 
held that the 
the costs of ion.—CounseL, Badcock; Vernon Smith. Soxicrrorsa, 
Gregory, Rowcliffes, ¢ Co., for J. Rogers, Newmarket; G. H. Carthew. 





Companres Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. c. 28), ss. 3, 4, 6—Wrypixe up 
BEFORE CommencemMENT or Act.—In an adjourned summons in Jn re 
Anglo-French Co-operative Society, which came before Kay, J., on the 16th 
inst., the peg ay arose whether section 4 of the Companies Act, 1883, 
providing for the preferential payment of wages, applied to a company 
which had been ordered to be wound up before the passing of the Act, 
Kay, J., considered that he was bo by the words of the Act to allow 
the claim. cg TF gage wee that the Act should come into force on the 
1st of September, 1883. Section 4 provided that, ‘‘in the distribution of 
the assets of any Bacon age d being wound up under the Companies Acts, 
1862 and 1867,’ preferential payments should be made. That 
section applied in terms to the case of a feng ged which was being wound 
up when the Act came into force. Section 6 provided that such prefer- 
ential debts should be forthwith » ‘so far as the assets of the 
company are and will be sufficient to meet them, as and when such assets 
come into the hands’? of the liquidator. That, of course, only applied to 
the assets in the hands of the liquidator at the time when the Act came 
into cperation, or to assets which he should afterwards receive; and 
Soe: ees could not be made out of any assets which had been 
distribu fore the Act wee pose, and such payment would not 
disturb ~_ payment e. His lordship considered it a strong 
thing to alter the rights of parties, which, in some sense, had become 
crystalli before the Act was but he was bound to give their 
literal meaning to the words of the Act,—Counszt, Northmore Lawrence ; 
A. Young. Soxtcrrors, Trinders § Romer ; John Holmes. 


Licenstne Act, 1872 (35 & 36 Vicr. c. 94), s. 13—Senime mroxicatTine 
Lrqvor to A Drunken Person—KNOWLEDGE THAT THE PeRson was Drunx. 
—In the case of Cundy, Appellant ; Le Cocq, t, which came before 
the poor domaat - 26th ier the Reng —_—— ogy Da 
appellant was y the respondent, under section 13 o e Licens- 
pry me 1872, with having, while the ur re of certain licensed premises 
at West Ham, on the 14th of January, 1884, unlawfully sold intoxicatin 


liquor to a drunken person. It was proved that there had been a sale o 
the intoxicating liquor, and that the m served was drunk, but the 
magistrate found t nor his servants had noticed 


at neither the ap 

that the person was drunk, and that the drunken person had done nothing 
to indicate insobriety, and that there were no apparent indications of 
intoxication. The magistrate convicted the-appellant. Section 13 of the 
Licensing Act, 1872, says that, ‘‘if any lice rson permits drunken- 
ness or any violent, quarrelsome, or riotous conduct to take place on his 
remises, or sells any intoxicating liquor to yo d drunken pcp he shall 
liable to a ty.”? Held, by the Court (SrzrHzn and Maruew, JJ.) 
that the conviction was right, because the section absolutely prohibits the 
sale of liquor to a re recat geen and that it is not necessary to show 
that the owner of the li or his servants knew, or had the 
means of knowing, that the person was drunk.—Soxicrrorns, Peckham, 

Maitland, § Peckham ; Solicitor to the Treasury. 





SOLICITORS’ CASES, 
Cenrrat Orman Oovrr. 

(Before the Recorper.) 

May 24. 

Tattershall, a solicitor, surrendered to his recog- 

upon an indictment charging him with that he 
having been intrusted as an attorney with the sum of £3,000 with a 
direction in writing to ms be into the of Chancery to the credit of 
the Mitchell estate, in violation of good faith and contrary to that direc- 
tion, converted the same to his own use. 

Poland and Mann conducted the prosecution. 

Kemp, Q.C., and Mattinson were counsel for the defence. 

The opening statement of Poland showed that the defendant was a 
solicitor practising in Great James-street, Bedford-row, and was acting 
as solicitor to the estate of Mr. J Mitchell, late a colliery proprietor 
in Yorkshire, in conjunction with , Mr. Singleton, who had 
only a life interest in the business, and no share in the profits. The 
estate was one of some complication, and it became necessary to 
administer it through the Chancery Division, and to bring a civil action 
to settle differences. In the meanwhile, Mr. Joseph Mitchell, the son of 
the testator, was appointed eo the colliery, apd in the month of 
January, 1882, he sent the d a cheque for £3,000, with a direc- 
tion in writing to pay the’ money into the Chancery Division to the 
credit of the estate. In the course of the following year a further 
sum of £5,564 was in the same way fo to the defendant with 
similar , but it was alleged that in both instances, so far from 
the defendant complying with his instructions and paying the money into 
e ues, on the » Were paid into his private 
pena Renee Raggy: glee Bee By of the money been 
withdrawn by him. Psa ia cect Maing bens Joseph Mitchell, 
the defendant admitted that he not paid the money nag ay 
had used it in his own business. Orders were made by the High 
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forthe defendant to repay ie meee but failing to do so liquidation 


were taken agains . 
Witnesses were examined in support of the opening statement of Mr. 





Poland, and 
, Joseph Mitchell said he believed that but for the peseraptosy order | Pratt, 
i ween the ole of the 


made upon the defendant by the High Court to pay 
tnt court within twenty-four hours the defendant would have 
the money to have been misappropriated. 
At the conclusion of the case for the prosecution, 
Kemp, Q.C., took a technical objection to the indictment, which, how- 
ever, was overruled. 
Kemp, in addressing the jury for the defence, pointed out that, though 
8 = oy have committed a breach of duty, the difference between 
a 1°) 


uty and fraud was vast indeed; and he argued that the de- | Roberts 


fendant had no intention whatever to defraud. 

The REconpER summed up, and 

The jury, in the result, sotumed a verdict of Guilty. 

The Rzcurpzr sentenced the defendant to be imprisoned with hard 
labour for twelve months.— Zimes. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


The following candidates were successful at the preliminary examina- 
tion held on the 7th and 8th of May, 1884 :— 


Allanson, Albert Harris, Francis William 
Andrews, Walter Herman Hart, William Edward 
Appleby; Alfred Hartley, George Mason 
Amould, Ernest Joseph Alfred Hartopp, Edward Hey 
Arthur, James Helmer, Frederick 
Barber, oe vou Hett, Richard Percy 
Barker, John Lennox Hill, Henry Ainslie 
Barker, Lionel Robert i 

Barrett, Sidney Lennard 

ay, Charles Henry 

Bethell, Francis Hugh 

Bilsborrow, James 

Binns, Percy Noel 

Bishop, Herbert Edwin 

Blanckensee, James 


Braithwaite, Henry 

Brooks, Frederic 

Burnand, Herbert William 
Burrows, ld 
Carruthers, Alfred 
Chapman, Albert James 
Chatfield, Frederick 

Clark, Edward George 
Clarke, Frederick 

Clarke, James Redfern 
Clements, Charles Edmund 
Coley, Herbert Charles 
Coulton, Edward James 
1 Let 

Davidson, Edward Chambers Keen, Fred 
Davies, David John Kendall, Joseph 
Davies, Leonard Gaskell Kenshole, William 
Duvies, Sydney Walter Kershaw, Alfred 

Davis, Thomas Buffen Kingdon, John 
Davis-Marks, Ezra Michael ci m, Charles Arthur 
Davison, Thomas Kirby, Arthur Forsell 
Dickins, Owen Lawson, George Stephenson 
Dunnell, Robert Francis Lees, Charles Arthur 
Egginton, John Peppercorn Lees, George Frederick 
Evered, Alfred Hastings Leman, Thomas Charles 
Eyre, Oswald William Letchford, Sydney Robert 
Faber, Charles Edward Lewis, Edward William 
Fletcher, Thomas Lewis, Lionel Smithett 
Follett, Walter George i 


James 
Forbes, Alexander Staats 
Forrest, Thomas 


Fo e, Henry West 
Gaskell, Walter 


Jerome, Peter 
Jobson, John 
Johnson, Albert John William 
Johnston, William 
- ones, Albert 
ones W: 
Jones, Gaiath 
Jordan, Percy Holker 


, Godfrey George 
Guscotte, Geoffrey Ree 
Hall. Setign oho " 


Wheeler, Charles Trevor Ozle 
Herbert 


White, Arthur Moresby 
Whitford, Charles Edward Shaw 
Wickes, Charles Hamilton 


Sharyl oecWralter Ha 

ey, y 

Simpeon, Joseph Thornton 
Slinger, George Nicholas 

Smith, Charles Arthur 

Smith, James 

Smith, John Henry 

Smith, Joshua Pritchard Fellowes 


os 


Honours Examtnation. 
April, 1884. 
At the examination for honours of candidates for admission on the roll 
of solicitors of the Supreme Court, the examination committee recom~ 
mended the following gentlemen as being entitled to honorary dis- 


tinction :— 
Finest Oxass. 
In the opinion of the committee the standard attained by the candidates 
does not justify the issue of any first class list. 


Szconp Cuass. 
[In Alphabetical order. ] 

seats Degehawer of the demof Moss, Bagahave & Hall, of Shatsel. 
Benj we, of the " we 

Cc los Hotbert Dodie , who served his articles to Mr. Joseph Bridg- 
man (now deceased), and Mr. Watson Robert Jones, of the firm of Messrs. 
Bridgman, Weaver, & Jones, of Chester; and Messrs. 
Broome, & Griffithes, of London. 

John Troutbeck, B.A., who served his articles to Mr, Robert Holmes 
White, of the firm of Messrs, White, Borrett, & Co., of London. 


Turep Crass. 


Pn Snel oes 
Alexander Wateon Birkett, scrved his articles to Mr. John Dickin- 
gate h an Hill, Dickinson, Lightbound, & Dickinson, of 


Charles Stuart Boswell, who served his articles to Mr. Benjamin Hadley 
Sanders, of Bromsgrove ; and Messrs. Tucker & Lake, of London. 
Frederick Geary Poe, who served his articles to Mr. Joseph Beau- 


mont, of 
a tiechon oa pee ee who setved his articles to 

Messrs. Tyndall, of > 

Edward Gordon , who served his articles to Mr. Gilbert John 
Dashper, of the firm of Messrs. Tweed, Stephen, & Dashper, of Lincoln ; 
and Messrs. Swann & Co., of London. 

John James Dallas, who served his articles to Mr. Ingram Robinson, of 
the firm of Messrs. Robinson & Sons, of Blackburn. 

Arthur Fisher, who served his articles to Mr. F. 8. Dayman, of the firm 
of Messrs. Dunsford, Hole, & Dayman, of Tiverton; and Messrs. Ley & 


Lake, of London. 
David Llo who served his articles to Mr. Randall Casson, of 

the firm of Messrs. aS nee ee re 
William Corbett Goi served his articles to Mr. William 
of Messrs. Hamlin, Grammer, & Hamlin, of 


, who served his articles to Mr. James Bourne 

Benson, LL.D.,of the of Messrs. 8. M. & J. B. Benson, of London. 

Frank B , who served his articles to Messrs. Thomson, 
x \ 

Henry Smith Thompson Jones, who served his articles to Mr. John 
Matthews Chamberlain (now deceased), of London. 

Turner Lee, who served his articles to Mr. Speed, of Nottingham; and 
Messrs. Harvey, Oliver, & Capron, of London. 

Herbert John Marcus, who served his articles to Mr. George Noon, of 
the firm of Messrs. Noon & Clarke, of London. 


(now mere and Mr. Francis William Lewis Farrar, of London. 
John McN Millar, who served his articles to Messrs. 

Hill & Co., of London. 
Alexander Edmund 





Payne, who served his articles to Mr. Thomas 
William Payne, of London. 
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George Porter, who served his articles to Mr. Henry John Robinson, of 
Blackburn 


Alfred Simms, who served his articles to Mr. Thomas Horner, of 
Brierley Hill. , ‘ 

Herbert Chandos Woulfe, who served his articles to Mr. John Philip 
Woulfe, of the firm of Messrs, Woulfe & Sons, of London. ; 

The Council of the Incorporated Law Society have accordingly given 
class certificates to the above-named candidates. 

The number of candidates who attended the examination was fifty-one. 








LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. CapwaLLapErR Wappy, barrister, of Madras, has been appointed 
Advocate-General for the Madras Presidency. Mr. Waddy was called to 
the bar at the Middle Temple in Trinity Term, 1873. 


Mr. Hicson Smipson, solicitor, of Hartlepool, has been appointed 
Clerk tv the West Hartlepool Improvement Commissioners, in succession 
to Mr. William Wilkinson Brereton, resigned. Mr. Simpson was admitted 
a solicitor in 1869. 


Mr. Tuomas Forp Tucker, solicitor, of Manchester, has been ap- 

inted a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of 
udicature. 

Viscount Wo.mer has been appointed Private Secretary to the Lord 
Chancellor. 


Sir Aurrep Sreruzen, K.C.M.G., C.B., Lieutenant-Governor of New 
South Wales, has been created a Knight Grand Cross of the Order of St. 
Michael and St. George. Sir A. Stephen is the son of Mr. Juhn Stephen, 
a judge of the Supreme Court of the Colony of New South Wales. He 
was born in 1802, and he was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in 
Michaelmas Term, 1823. He was Solicitor-General of Van Diemen’s Land 
from 1825 till 1832, when he was appointed Attorney-General of that 
Colony. He became a puisne judge of the Supreme Court of New South 
Wales in 1839, and Chief Justice of New South Wales in 1854, when he 
received the honour of knighthood. He retired from the bench in 1873, 
and in 1875 he was appointed Lieutenant-Governor of New South Wales. 
He has since twice administered the Government of the Colony. Sir A. 
Stephen was created a Civil Companion of the Order of the Bath in 1862, 
= Knight Commander of the Order of St. Michael and St. George in 


Mr. Ex.rorr Cuartes Bovii1, Chief Justice of Cyprus, has received the 
honour of Knighthood. Sir E. Bovill is the son of the late Mr. William 
John Bovill, Q.C., and was born in 1849. He was educated at Christ 
Church, Oxford, where he graduated third class in Law and Modern 
History in 1871. He was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Trinity 
Term, 1873, and he formerly practised at the chancery bar. He was 
appointed Assistant Judicial Commissioner in Cyprus in 1879, Judicial 
Coromissioner in 1881, and Chief Justice of the island in 1883. 


Mr. Bruce Locxuart Burnsipz, Chief Justice of Ceylon, has received 
the honour of Knighthood. Sir B. Burnside was born in 1833, and he 
was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Easter Term, 1856. He became 
Solicitor-General of the Bahamas in 1864, and Attorney-General in 1875. 
He was Queen’s Advocate for Ceylon from 1879 till 1883, when he was 
appointed Chief Justice of that island. 


Mr. Joun Ganpner Druman Encienzart, barrister, clerk of the 
Council of the Duchy of Lancaster, who has been created a Civil Com- 
panion of the Order of the Bath, was educated at Christ Church, Oxford, 
where he graduated as a double second (classics and mathematics) in 
—_ He was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Michaelmas Term, 





DISSOLUTIONS OF PARTNERSHIPS, &c. 


Henry Dz Jensex, Tuomas Micxtem, and Tuomas Micxiem, the 
younger, solicitors, 19, Gresham-street, London. March 29. 


Henny Hovseman, Francis Broprz, and Wii1u1am Cuaries Pownixe 
(Lee, Houseman, & Powning), solicitors, Salisbury, and at 3, Princes- 
street, Storey’s-gate, Westminster. William Charles Powning, of Salis- 
bury, will henceforth on there, on his own account, the business 

ore conducted at Salisbury. Henry Houseman will henceforth 
carry on, on his own account, the business heretofore conducted in 
London. April 30. [ Gazette, May 23.] 








LEGISLATION OF THE WEEK. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 
May 23.—Bills Read a Second Time. 

Parvaz Briis.—Newport (Monmouthshire) Hydraulic Power Company ; 
Liverpool Hydraulic Power Company. 

Bilis in Committee. 

Paivars Bris.—Water Provisional Orders; Electric Lighting Pro- 
visional Order (No. 2); Local Government Provisional Orders (Poor Law), 
Nos. 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 7, and 8. 

. Colonial Prisoners Removal. 





May 31, 1884. 


Bills Read a Third Time. 
Malvern Hills; Gas Provisional Orders; Land Drainage Provisiona- 
Orders. 
Public Libraries Acts Amendment. 
Marriages Legalization. 
May 26.—Bills Read a Second Time. 
Prrvats Brits.—Sutton and Willoughby Railway; Birmingham Com. 
ressed Air Power Company ; Bishop’s Castle Extension to Montgomery 
way ; Croydon Corporation. 
Bills Read a Third Time. 
Prrvats Brits.—Belhaven Trust Estate; King’s Lynn Dock. 
teek i 


G " 
Galonial: Priseners Removal. 
May 27.—Bills Read a Third Time. 
Private Brius.—Stockton and Middlesbrough Corporations Water; 
York Extension and Improvement ; Tendring Hundred Water. 
Settled Land. 


New Bill. 
Bill proposing certain regulations for water companies (Earl of 
CAMPERDOWN). 
HOUSE OF COMMONS. 
May 22.—Bill Read a Second Time. 

Metropolitan Police. 

Bills Read a Third Time. 
Private Buis.—Eastern and Midland Railway; Great Western 


Railway (No. 2); Hammersmith and Fulham Recreation Ground ; South- 
wark and Vauxhall Water; Sutton Bridge Dock; West Lancashire 
Railway (Extensions); Gas Provisional Orders (No. 2); Metropolitan 
District Railway. 
New Bill. : 

Bill to amend the law relating to the regulation of railways (Mr. 

CHAMBERLAIN). 
May 23.—Bill in Committee. 
Representation of the People (clause 2). 
Bill Read a Third Time. 

Private Brru.—Lancashire and Yorkshire and London and North- 

Western Railway Companies (Preston and Wyre Railway). 
May 26.—Bill Read a Second Time. 
Customs and Inland Revenue. 
Bills in Committee. 
Metropolitan Police. 
Representation of the People (Clauses 2—4). 
Bills Read a Third Time. ; 

Private Bris.—Dore and Chinley Railway; East London Railway ; 
Hendon Railway; Imperial Continental Gas Association; Nar Valley 
Drainage; Star Life Assurance Society. 

May 27.—Bill Read a Third Time. 
Private Bru.—Liverpool, Southport, and Preston Junction. 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rota or REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 








Mr, Justice 
Date, om O24 Vv. 0, Bacon. eat. 
Wednesday, Jane,,....... 4 Mr. Clowes Mr. Pagh Mr. Ward 
Thursday ...ese0e 5 Koe Lavie Pemberton 
Friday .0..ccccccccees 6 Clowes Pagh Ward 
Saturday ..cccccccccscese 7 Koe Lavie Pemertou 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Currry. Norra. Parson. 
Wednesday, June........ 4 Mr. Jackson Mr. King Mr. Farrer 
Thursday ...cccccccceee 5 Carring‘on Merivale Teesdale 
Friday ...cscccccsscesess § Jackson King Farrer 
Saturday ....cocsecesocses 7 Carrington Merivale Teesdale 
COMPANIES. 
WINDING-UP NOTICES. 
Jomrt Srock Companrzs. 


. LIMITED In OHANCERY. Cea 

Cyciists’ ACCIDENT ASSURANCE CORPORATION, LumiTsp?—Petition for winding 

up. poonenses = 3. one = be awn before Pearson, J., on June It. 
arcourt, oorga 80! or e oners 

Lanp, Loan a — Boewag ~~ we oF aouen, Ae 
LIMITED.— tion for win up, presen a , directed 
before Kay, J., on Friday, June 13. ‘Camiey and Lumley, Old Jewry chambers, 
solicitors for the petitioner 

MILLERS’ AND GENERAL INSURANCE CoMPANY, Lrurrep.—Petition for 

up, presented May 22, directed to be heard before Bacon, ¥04o0 
June 14. Burton and Co, Lincoln’s inn fields, agents for Johnson and Co, Bir- 
solicitors for the petitioners 
RarLway PUBLISHIN 


G AND @ COMPANY, LiutreD.—Chitty, J., has ut “a 
order, dated April 24, Ys epaeg Arthur Eldridge, 3, Great James st, 0! 
asad ” (Ganette, May 28.) 
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Bovine CaTTLE Spice Company, Lum1TeD.—By an order made V.C., 

dated May 17, it was ordered that the company be wound up. Viioe, Basen st, 
Strand, solicitor for the petitioner 

Carta Para GoD Muvinc Company, Liwrrep. Foarscm, 2 , has by an order. 
dated April 22, appointed Harrington Evans Broad, 85, Walbrook, to be official 
liquidator 

CEYLON Company. Liurrep.—By an order aD Bacon, V.C., eget 17, 
it was =r, that the valuniery winding w the company be continued. 
Druces and Co, Billiter sq, solicitors for the peti tenets 

GREAT pagrare SMOKE GONSUMING AND FuEL Savine Company, LIMITED.— 
_ has by an order, dated March 20, appointed Harrington Evans 

38 “Walbrook, to be be attetal liquidator 
GALLERY Lie je, Lane — Dy on eater mate® Chitty, J., dated 
May 17, Ott was ordered that the voluntary win: m1 bm aig be con- 
tinued. Mil'er and Co, Salter’s Hall ct, solicitors 

guneomes: Swmmine Barn fe aermnenyne al | 
or before June 20, to send their names and addresses, an @ the 1 
their debts or claims, to Philip Shuttleworth Darnell, 1 1, Clement’ sinr, ay 
pe as 30, at 11.30, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the 
debts and cl: 

New NortH STAFFORDSHIRE Coat AND Iron Company, LumrTep.—By an order 
made by Pearson, J., dated May 17, it was ordered that the coegny be wound 
up. Cooper and Co, ’ Bedford row, sulicitors or the petition: 

Non-TARIFF FIRE INSURANCE CoMPANY, LIMt TED.—Kay. J PY te ayn order, 
dated May 14, appointed Robert Milburn, 47, Little Britain, to be official 

uidator 

SraANDARD Free Orrice, Lorrren.—By an order made by Pearson, J., dated -— | 
17, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the company be continu 
Trinders and Romer, St Helen’s pl, solicitors for the petitioners 


(Gazette, May 27.) 
UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
COMMERCIAL AND LEGAL STaTIONERY Company.—Creditors are 
before June 20, to send their names and addresses, and the parti 
debts or claims, to James Henry Thornton, 44, Finsbury pavement. 
or at 11, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and 


NortH STAFFORDSHIRE WORKING MEN’S PERMANENT B 
—Kay, J., has fixed June 11 at 12, at his chambers, for for the appointment of an 


official liquidator 
ORIENTAL BANK CORPORATION.—Chi , has fixed Tuesday, June 10, at 12, at 
Ty ‘Official liquidator 
[Gasette, May 27.) 


his chambers, for the appointment o: 
CoUNTY PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
Otp CLoven Corron Mitt Company, LruiTEp.—By an order made by the Vice- 
Chancellor, dated May 13, it was ordered that the a winding up of the 
company be continued. Needham and Co, Manchester, citors for the peti- 


tioners 
Gazette, May 23.) 
SYKE Mii. Company, LIMITED. —By an order made — Vice-Chancellor dated 
May 16, it was ordered that the company be wound up. Grundy and Co, Man- 
chester, solicitors for the petitioner 
( Gasette, May 27.) 


STANNARIES OF enna 
UNLIMITED IN CHANCER'’ 
PoLtRosE M ComPpany.—By an order made by the Vice-Warden, dated May 
21, it was ordered that the eng ee tee wound up. Chilcott and Bon, Truro, 
agents for Daniell and Thomas, Camborue, solicitors for the Cm ioner 


Gazette, May 27.) 
Frrenpty Socrerres Dissoivep. 
FRIENDLY Socrety, Fox in the Terrace Inn, Hyde Park terrace, Rochdale, Lan- 


caster. Ma: 

Syenuricer Parmney Socrery, Cock Inn, Mugginton, rs 

Rose OF ENGLAND Lopes, 546, UNITED ANCIENT ORDER oF DRvuIDs, , eae Inn, 
Low Common, Ossett, York. Ma 

SEBASTOPOL LODGE OF KNUZDEN © —— Dervis, Knuzden Brook Inn, 
Blackburn, Lancaster. May 20 


MaRrizE PRovIpDENT BurtAt Soctrery, Bull’s Head Inn, Marple, o Cheater, Bay 2 
May 








CREDITORS’ CLAIMS. 


CREDITORS UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY, 
LAST DAY OF PROOF. 

FLEEMAN SaarypeD Rawcliffe, nr Selby, York, Merchant. June 1. Dale v 
Stones, ipsaen, V V.C._ Clark, Snaith 

GRENVILLE, HENRY THoMas, Burdett rd, Mile End rd, Pawnbroker. June 6. 
Grenville v Grenville, Chitty, J. ne aa bone: 

TURNER, JOHN PEACOCK, ass bill, hill, Wandsw: mt. June 5. Hall v Jones, 
Kay, J. French, Crutch 


MorGan, James Octavius, Boul 
¥ Macuiregor, Ka Kay, J. Parton, 


Rosrseowr, 
Goldring, 


( Gasette, cpa 

e sur Mer, Wine Merchant. June 10. 
lane, Fenchurch st 

‘Maida Vale, Gent. June 6. eae Kay, J 


White Vite Limos ~% Neowin Folgate 
May 16.) 


(Gazette, 
Evans, THo: Mountain Ash, Glamo: July 1. Jones v Evans, 
Kay, J. Beddoe, Merthyr Tydfil ric 05 uly’ 
MasHrorp, Frances, Coldridge, Devon. June 9. Handcock v Tricks, Bacon, 
V.C, Rowton: Bedford row 


ApusTronG, JamMEs, Holy Wood, Belfast, Tea Merchant. jon Hay cS. 
Cnratons é Watson, 
=, Janes, Torquay, Devon, June 9. Combe v Combe, Bacon, V.C. Cart- 
Doren Joenrn, Innkeeper. J 2. © Dodson, District Registry, 
003 Tien: Dewetery a beat 
Notting Hill. June 17. 


e cresct, 
Holden v Newall, Chitty, ws “Harte, U nien ct, Old Broad st 
by Spire, Newcastle , Innkeeper. June ad Nichols v Taylor, 
Chitty, J. Youll, N owenstio: on ae 
(Gazette, May 23.) 


CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP, 35. 
LAST DAY OF — 
Wr211am, Rochester row, Wes' Butcher. June i9. Prentice 


rd 
fie Henky JOHNSON, Pudsey, York, ve TEN July 7. Carr and Beaumont, 
— Fanny, North Weald, Essex. July 1. Windus and 


Horsoee Tp, Muga, Oldham, Lancaster. June 18. Mellor, Oldham 
Manex, y issapera, Yeovil Somerset. June 2t. Broad and Pottow, Bristol 





MEwsveRN, ELIZABETH, Darlington, Durham. June 15. Hutchinson and Lucas, 
PepuEsveY, Esrime, Pemberton, Lancaster, May 16. Brookwell and Hodson, 
PICKERING, Rev Isaac Berwick, Bath, Clerk in Holy Orders. July1. Collins, 
Revere, Wrasam, Sache, Bis Raa ees. June 30. Rodgers and Thomas, 
STEELE, CHARLOTTE AMELIA, Lowndes st. June18. Davidson and Co, Spring 


Guise, Bedford, Esq. June 1. ip end Do, Ei 1 

, Esq. Junei4, Gush and Co, Pagan re 
ALTON. JAMIN, . June 20. Madoran. Loa 

WELLS, Santee, Old’ Sleaford, Licensed Victualler. June 2. Holdich, 


leaf 
Wriont, Jauns, Halifax, Law Stationer. July 1. Emmet and Walker, Halifax 
Gazette, May 13.) 
‘James, Staines, Licensed Victualler. June 16. Letts Brothers, Bart- 


B 

lett’s athe 
7 ow be y Louisa, Belsize avenue, Hampstead. June 30, Hill and Co, Old 
Cortins, Mary Janz, Welsh Newton, Hereford. July 1. James and Bodenham, 


as ck SEPTIXUS, Palace gardens, Gent. July 17 
x ° 
Davison, West estbourne 
ANNE, Holmer. Le J a James and Bodenham, Hereford 
Frant, S 5. and Hall, Manchester 
, Haverstock Hill, Provision 


st, wark 
Cheltenham, Esq. June 21. Ticehurst and Sons, 


rst, Southwark Great Charlotte st, Blackfriars. July 1. Wellborneand Son, Duke 
Exuio17, ool Honghton je le Spring, Durham, Ironfounder, June 90. Arnott 


and Swan, ong mf on Tyn 
aces. Brighton. July 1. Rhodes and Son, Dowgate Hill, 
annon st 


Eycortt, FREDERICK, neeeteniea iil joucester, Esq. June 1. Croomes, Stroud 
hyn MartrTHeEwW, Guildford, Gent, June 30. Jackson and Wright, Lincoln’s 


Gxssox, oN, Right Ho Hon THomas MrtnEr, Hyde Park pl, Cumberland Gate. June 20. 


@nipon, om rt este hill, Durham, Builder. June 14. Watson and 


ith, Dur! 
GRIFFITH, MosEs, Manor Owen, Pembroke, Esq. June 30. Johns, Manor Owen 
under Lyne, Lancaster, Yeoman. June 24. Taylor and 
Hewson, Rev GERALD, Garston, Lancaster, Clerk in Holy Orders, 
June 16. Crosfield, Liverpool 
Hig. —,. Peckham gro ve, Camberwell. June 24. Wilkinson and Co, 
ondse 
Hoye ‘ADAM, Radcliffe, Lancaster, Cotton Manufacturer. June 14. Anderton 
nee 4 = all TEMPLE, Stratford, Essex, Gent. J 24. Fitch and 
UGHES. X, une an 
Fitch, ‘Union st, Southwark 
KILPATRICK, JoHN, Northampton sq, Hampstead. May 31. Travers and Co, 
Kxine, "Wierceam, 20th “ Ovington gdns. vane } 10. Williams and Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 
LASHMAR, CHARLES, don, Doctor of Medicine. —e. Ca, Uircnooster Croydon 


Lona, Susan, Driffield, loucester. June 21. 
Wrt114y, Driffield, Gloucester. re ». eects 


Atherton, Lancaster, Gent. J eS een 
Lansdowne owne crescent, Notting aly July i. Tompson and 


s inn 
xford, Gent. July 1. L Epes, Banbury 
. Junel. Tweed, Horncastle 
Mall, Auctioneer. June 24. Robins, 


cras lane 
SoRATTON, Rev James, Maiden wie Middlesex, Clerk in Holy Orders. June 24, 
Arnold and Co, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
AMEs Kinaston, Penzance, Cornwall, Basket Maker. July 10. 
Toms, Taely, Clifton st, Finsbury, Gent. guy. Tomkins, Mitre ct, Tem: 
To WILLIAM, Lewisham High rd, Kent, Grocer. . June 80. Watson —— 


PLEY, 
Bouverie st. Fleet st 
Wr11Ms, J Cameer Neiiliiten, Eésdnsiil. Junei. Kent and McKenna, Liver- 


il 
be someacesren Moreton, Chester. Junei. Kent and McKenna, Li 
WoOoLvinE, JOHN, Mount st, St George, Hanover sq, Gent. June 16. Whi and 
Sons, Bedford row 


(Gazette, May 16.) 














SALES OF on ge WEEK. 
June 1.—Messrs. Epwry Fox & BovusFIExD, at the Mart, at 
Gro old (see advertisement, May on D. 38). 
at 2 p.m., Reversion (see 


Crarx, & Co., at the Mart, at 2p.m., 
&p. 4). 


FAREBROTHER, 
eshall Castle (see advertisemen 
at 2 p.m., Freehold and Leasehold 


June 6.—Messrs. Kine & Son, at the 
Properties (see advertisement, May 24, p. 3). 





BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


a olictor of & ds a} Siento doclie Tetnn: tho wite @ ‘Sitter Ene Bishhe, 
Cooxze.—May 20, at Ashborne, Derbyshire, the wife of Joseph H. Cooke, solicitor, 


of a son. 

Toman — A ril 14, at Lucknow, India, the wife of T. Lewis Ingram, of the Middle 
i, barrister-at-law, of & denghter 

Loxostatra. “May 36 at 38 Olftan-vilag, Malda-hil, W., the wite of A. P. 


ann —Bay 18 at Didabary, 9 Manchester, the wife of J. E. Crawford Munro, 
Waxp.—May 19, at Dovercourt, the wife of A. J. H. Ward, solicitor, prematurely, 
MARRIAGES. 
“Greenwood, herrister-eelnw bs at sot fy bias oagred — 
WIrTHERS—CLIFFORD. “May 2, at Paddingtrn, We Woodoock Withers, solicitor, 
to Cecilie Caroline, widow of the late Ciiftord. 
Davis.—May at 50, Primrose Hillvest: N.W., Hyman Davis, formerly of 


Woolwich, anilofion 
MoGovERN.—May 22, Ag Setege-gremn, Dublin, Thomas McGovern, solicitor. 
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LONDON GAZETTES. 
Bankrupts. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Ramsden, Arthur Char) Asharet, Poubridg Wii Kent, May 16 
Thomas, John, Towerlien. ee = ng Ben = @ eg, * ~ ay 19 
BANKRUPTOY AOT, hg 
wey May Lad je. 
RECEIVING 
Benes, Richard John, Dover, Trinity Cinque > Ports Pilot, Canterbury. Pet May 


Ord May 21. Exam June 
fs Bing Thomas W;: _ ela Timber Merchant. Wolverhampton, 
Pet May t4. 4. Ord May 19. Exam June 10 


Bares & Robert, New Malton, Yorkshire, Draper. Scarborough Pet May 20. Ord 
Exam June 10 at 12 
Clark, James, Birmin gham, House Painter. Birmingham. Pet May 19. Ord 
May 19. seas June 1 
St. Edmunds, Confectioner, Bury St Edmunds. Pet May 


21. Ord May’ e 5 at 2 at Guildhall 
Cc Walter, Nottingham, Licensed Victualler. Nottingham, Pet May 90. 
Cowlam. Leeds, “Tailor. Leeds. Pet May 20. Ord May 20, Exam 
May 28 at 11 


Daniels, Nehemiah Farmer, Burslem, Staffor 
lem, and Tunstall. Pet May 19. Ord May 19. igs, Bopene nny is at 11.80 ot ya 


hall, Hanley 
— Robert John, York, Pptician. York. Pet May 19. Ord May19. Exam 
une 6 a 
ane Thomas, Ardwick, Manchester, Cab Proprietor. Manchester. Pet Ma: 
} nde 20. Exam June 9 at 12.30 7 
illiam Henry, Folkestone, Fisherman. Canterbury. Pet May 20. 
May 31 Exam June 6 
Hend pnie, Stourbridge, Wo: ire, Milliner. Stourbridge, Pet May 
May 21. Exam une 17 at 11.30 
Jom Sorh. h, Batley, Yortshire, . BAB Merchant, Widow. Dewsbury. Pet May 
Kitby, Ja ames sy Bridlington Guay, Yorkshire, Joiner, Scarborough. Pet May 20. 
Ly: coh, Camden rd. tension Town, Jeweller. High Court. Pet April 
sees 16. Exam Jul S.at 11 1} at St, Lincoln’s inn fields os 
Leonard, Fulham ‘oot Dealer. rik Court. Pet May 19. Ord May 
19. Exam June 26 at 11 pty 34, Lincoln’s inn field 
Nicholls, George, + Gloucestershire, Boat Owner. Gloncester. Pet May 
21, Ord Ma: ay 21. Exam J a dune 10 
, Luton hire, Builder. Luton. Pet May8. Ord May 
20. Exam ay 29 my 3 
Parkins, Thomas, Salford, Lancashire, Chemist. Salford. Pet May19. Ord May 
19. ome June 11 at 11 
Potter, James, and Robert Anthon 
r. Rr te ril9. Ord Ma 


, Plumber. 
June 9 at a 


Keunemann, Manchester, Calico Printers. 
19. Exam June 9 at 12 
coln. Pet May 20. Ord May 20. Exam 


ichardson, James, Leadenhall st, Merchant. High Court. Pet May 19. Ord 
patton, feos tee att von yne, Machinist, Newcastl 
‘ames ew le " 
49. Grd Shere, Woe: Tyne, Mac’ ewcastle on Tyne 
Sherman, W Suckiocbarch, Gioacastendiitite Grocer. Bristol. Pet May 


"it Bangle st, Canton Town, Furn Tronmo: 4 Court. 
Pet Mag 90. 2. Ord pias = we wn rds & ul tas 11 at Bi Lincoln's fan acias. Me 
Ona May 20 4 paimerk, seis 18 at 12 Siam ait vias " 5 


Witter Frederick, Wavertree, Li 1, Coal 
z, Wrote ~y ae a Liverpool, Coal Merchant. Liverpool. Pet May 


Bowen William, Wolverhampto “Timber Merchant. Ji 
oliver: m, ‘ 
Official Omieclal Hecelver, St. Peter’s close, Wolverhampton me une 5 at 8 


be ig te nie New ian, Yorkshire, Deane’ , * 80 at 8, Official Receiver, 
‘ewborou h 


Braiby, George! Smath, De Dest Gunsmith. May 30 at 2.30, Official Receiver, St, 
one am y Bivecinghem House Painter. May 81 at Recei 
Whitehall eS a row, Birmingham is! + OS mo 
Cowlam, Bennett, Leeds, Tailor. May 31 at 11. Official Receiver, St Andrew’s 
chbrs. 22; Ten 2 Fad Leeds 
es George ergo Henry, Wi Wzatore rd, Caledonian rd, Bricklayer. June 4 at 12, 
5 eee Farmer, Burslem, Staffordshire, Beerseller. May 90 at 10.90, 


ver, Nelson pl, Newcastle-under-Lyme 
Borge. F Robert John, York, Optician. June 3 at 3. T Official Receiver, 17, Blake 





Charles, Hindon st, Pimlico, Boot Dealer. J: 4 at 8, Bankruptcy 
oneal st, Lincoln’s-inn-fields ensy:: ‘ 
John, Swindon, out of business. May 30at19. Official Re- 


ordan Well, Coventry 
sea i ‘Samuel, Marquis rd, Canonbury, no occupation. June5at8, 38, 


Wiliam, and ¢ George H Llonntnge, Sutton, Surre: 
> oat i 11.80. Official Receiver, 109, ibe y, Builders. May 
Jowett, , Batley, Yorkshire, Rag Mer M phat, Widow. May 30 30. mt 
cial Receiver, 3 Bank & hmbrs, Bat] ~ ” ay 30 at 2, Offi 


ert, Bridlington Quay, Y kshire, Joiner. . 
» 74, ewborough st ot, Bearborough ‘3 May 90 at 11. Official Re- 
sbury, Yorkshire, Fish Deal 
chmbrs, us, Batley | Dealer. May 20 at 4. Official Receiver, 


John, 
Lak. Joh ———— mhall chant, Hastings Sea, Sussex; Baker. May 31 at 2. Official Re- 


pane ist at 12. ae seg Bot Retbepyall. ictentc Contestionsr, 





uilder, June 3at2. George Hotel, 
mts oho s Robert, Newcastle upon Machinist. t - 
John Sianty bg on wan LC Re 1, Newcastle - may ” —— 
ceiver, 8, Al bg B Albert nn uctioneer, ay 30 at 11. 
Viper, hibars, Chita a es a ane June sat 11. Official 
Alexander John W: 
ge oP bldgs, Manager of a Public 


eee mee ‘out of business. May 30 at 3. 
ine Wis & Cross, Jeweller. June Sab11, 33, 


Carey st, Linooln’s inn 








i. 
Baddeley, Coventry, Warwickshire. House Agent. Coventry. Pet 
Bower, Thomas W » anne Timber Merchant. Wolverhampton, 

Waren nr Redear, Yorkshire, Dog Trainer. Stockton on 
Cheetham, Arth = leader set Apel yaa ty! - + A Pet May 2. Ord 


Olay somes, Birmingham, House Painter. Birmingham. Pet May 19. On 
ay 





Clea: John Ro’! dler. Leeds. PetMay 15. Ord May 19 
Daniele, eh: ‘si usalen, Stafondahire, Beerseller. Hanley, B 
and 23, 19. Ord 
Devies, Te Garmarthenshire, Olerk in Holy Orders. Pembroke 
Dibb, fue ey ise Mason. Leeds. Pet Mayi4, Ord May 19 
Ejcott, Onarl ee. End rd, Jeweller. High Court. Det April 21. Ord 


Gowenlock, so Oldham, Lancashire, Innkeeper. Oldham. Tet April », 
7. les, Garston, Lancashire, Grocer. Liverpool. Pet April 25. Ord 
Greaves, Thomas, Manchester, Cab Proprietor. Manchester. Pet May 17. Oni 
20 
reonstre Wien Henry, Folkestone, Fisherman, Canterbury. Pet May29. 
Hall, ‘Benj 2% s Darlington, a, Durbem. Boot Dealer. Stockton on Tees and Mid. 
diesborough, i yt Ord Ma: 
Hee: James, Drayton, So ew ite Ad OAS Yeovil. Pet Mays. Ord 


ae John, Exeter, Draper. Exeter. Pet 8 
aan William Henry, Swansea, Glam: » yo Pet May 2, 
ré 


ina gy Altred Newhaven, Sussex, Solicitor. Lewes and Eastbourne. Pet 





=. 
—s 7 Tyne, Durham, Tobacconist. Newcastle on 
se #3 Mae ood ihe os i 
John Com; Moan ba Tottenham Court rd, Optician. High Court, 


Ord 
ant] Dowden, Yorkshire, Fish Dealer. Dewsbury. Pet May 17. Ord 


19 
ere Liverpool, Jeweller. Live . Pet May 6. Ord May 21 
Lewis, Harris, ‘Liverpool, Picture Frame er, Liverpool. Pet May 6. Ord 


Mortars, Henry Geasios, New Malden, Surrey, Draper. Kingston, Surrey. 
Pet Feb 19. Ord March 
Moses, geayn, Bradford, Stock Broker. Bradford. Pet April 23. Ord 


Passloa, Thomas, Salford, Lancashire, Chemist. Salford. Pet May 19. Ord 
Planner [meg Westbromwich, Staffordshire, Butcher. Oldbury. Pet Mar 


16. Ord Ma 
Reeve. TF snes In, Plumber, Lincoln, Pet May 20. Ord May 20 
Shardiow, Michesl, St Stapleford, Nottingtamshire, Joiner. Nottingham. Pet 
A 23. 
Stansfi d, William, +, eR nr Skipton, Overlooker. Bradford, Pet April 2. 


aan” John, Beccles, Suffolk, Shoemaker. Gt Yarmouth. Pet May 2. Ord 
1 


Tompson, Zohn Tesla, Mapa er of a Joint Stock Co., Limited. 
ae gham. Pet F op tar . 
Torn, Beal coain, Geant ph, yy * ai Grimsby. Pet March 14. Ord 


Walch, Frederick Albert, Luton, Beds, Straw Hat Maker. Luton. Pet May 3. 
ri 
Wigglesworth, sre’: » Dewsbury, Yorkshire, out of business. Dewsbury. Pet 
a 
Williams, s, Thomas, "Pembroke, Grocer. Pembroke Dock. Pet April 26. Ord 
ay 1 
if RECEIVING ORDERS. 
TUESDAY, May 27, 1884, 
a i~h William, Union rd, Southwark, Carpenter. ne Court. Pet May 23. 
naling Exam June 28 at 11 at 34, {eit y pe Sede 
» i Maples, Peterborough, mter. Peterborough. Pet May 22. 
Ord he 92. Exam June 12 at 12 
Bedford, Thomas, Bedford rd, Horsham, Solicitor, Brighton. Pet May 22. Ord 
May 28, Exam June 12 at 12 
Bye, George, Sheffield, Grocer. Sheffield; Pet May 8. Ord May 23. Exam 


une me at 11.30 
Goods. h Court. Pet 


Clifford, James Sondwell, Uxbridge rd, Dealer in Fancy 
1. Ord’ Exam June 98 at 11 at 34 ’s inn fiel: 
colchester. Pet May 17. Ord May 28, Exam 


Cooper, W: |, Essex. 
puting 17 at 2 at »o 

e, Alfred John hn, Veurhall ry § rd, out of business. Leicester. Pet May 10. 
eOek May a. Bxam June 11 at 1 

Jaco p Heinrich Ludwig, Gt Tower st, Wine Agent. Court. Pet 

May 21. Ord May 21. Exam June #7 at 11 at #4, Lincoln's inn i 
Elliot, a , Surgeon. Gloucester. Pet May 8 Ord May %. 
Exam June 


and William Henry Searle, Kingston upon a Oil Press 
Wrapper Manufacturers. toon Hull, Pet Apel 23. Ord May 3. 
in te J a 80 at 12 at Court house, ‘Townhall, Hull 
Newmarket All Saints, 


F Stableman. Cambridge. Pet 
Bay it Ord Ma Exam —s 
ohn, Sallsbus » Boot on “Salisbury. Pet May 22. Ord May 22. 


Pius St Baphen's 8 by yp Lamncesiam, om wall. bene em] ead Victualler. East 

xam e 12 a) 
Hudson, Jo John, Ne No Nottingham, Mieohintet Nottingham. Pet May 23. Ord May 
Jenkins, Wi evi ames, Piitigham, eng ee — in Holy Orders. Lin- 


19. Ord May 23. pozam June 
Keenor, St urch, De sushire, Builder. Exeter. Pet May 8. Ord 
High Court. Pet May 


earce e) Tronmonger, 
sintth Char t st ae = “tisk Count Pet ‘Mays Ona May 22, Exam 
’ ’ or. 0 a y 
ag F: {1a Sy Einoota’s im field “ 
May 23. xem Jane 4 Brewers’ Traveller. Warrington. 
Exam June 
£,, On gS Sussex, Farmer. Brighton. Pet May 22. Ord May 


23, cite 

Wi > en Sewell, 908 Biinwer jane oy Deets , Tetagton, 
Frames ufacturers. Court Ord Ma Exam 

8 at lL-at 34, ian ee” of 


Barron, Davey. Maples, Peterborough, Printer Tune ¢ at 2% The Guildhall 


May 31, 1884, ; 





M: 


east | 


Pilg litieli 


- 
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B84, } 
——= 


ry. Pet 
1am pton, 
ckton on 
y 2. Ord 
19. Oni 
19 

Burslem, 
embroke 


fay 19 
21. Ord 


April 99, 
25. Ord 
17. Ord 
| May 20, 
ud Mid. 
8. Ord 


b May 2, 
1e. Pet 
astle on 

Court, 
17. Ord 


21 
6. Ord 


Surrey, 
3. Ord 
9. Ord 
et Mar 


n. Pet 
pril 28, 
2. Ord 
imited. 
it. Ord 
May 3, 
yr. Pet 
. Ord 


May 


sture 
July 





May 31, #884. 
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nd Thomas, Bedford rd, Horsham, Soliciter, June 4 at 3,80. King’s Head, 
Bones, Richard Jobs John, Dover, Trinity Cinque Ports Pilot. June 6 at 1.30. Lady- 
Bye, See ye, Georee, Sheffield, Grocer. June 6 at 11. Official Receiver, Figtree lane, 


Claxton, eld itred John, Bury St Edmunds, Confectioner. June 4 at 12.15. Official 
Receiver, 2, Wi te st, Ipswich 
Collard, Benjamin, Liverpool rd, ty Ham Deter. June 6at12, Bank- 
rupte bides, High Court of J Justice, ortugel st, in’s inn 

pile Aitred John, Vauxhall bridge rd, no -- LAI “5 une 6 at3. Official Re- 
Peiver 3 28, Friar lane, Lei 


rodeos 
Foster, James, Newmar Cambridgeshire, Stableman. June $ati2. Official 


ket, 
Receiver, 5, Petty Cur Cury, Cambridge 
Grgonstree , William Heary, Fo Fisherman, June 4 at 2.30. New Inn, 
ew omney 
ieee, J olin, Salisbury, Boot Dealer. June 5 at 1.15, The Grand Hotel, Bristol 
Heselgrave, les Coulam, Dor! , Surrey, Builder. June ry at 2. Official 
mecsiver. 109, Victoria st, Westmin 
Hodge, John, St Stephen’s by Launceston, Cornwall, Licensed Victualler. June 
3 cial a ee age ag 8 st, Plymou 
Howes, Curtain 


 ) cat 2B Bankruptoy bldgs, P eg en Meee 
6 ‘0 8 
on, St Mary Church, Devonshire, Builder. _ ae 5 at 3. Queen’s 


Linton, John "Telcom, Bateman terr, _ichmand rd, West Kensington, Clerk. 
June 6atii. 383, Carey st, Lincoln’s 
Nicholls, George. Berkeley, ae 5 Boat Owner, June 4 at 8. Mr. 
Scott’s ce, 
geve, William, nd Plumber. June 5 at 3. Central Sale Rooms, Bank st, 
Ci 
Sherman, William, Eilon, Ruchiochassh, Gloucestershire, Grocer. June 18 at 11. Official 
Receiver, Bank chbrs, B 
Taylor John Taylor, Stetachem, Cheshire, Brewer’s Traveller. June 4 at 12. 
fficial Receiver, 2, Cairo st, Warrin _— 
Tobias and Co, Liverpool, Chemical Brokers. June 5 at 2. Official Receiver, 


Lisbon bidgs, Victoria st, sacempod 1 
itter, Frederic avertree, Lancashire, Coal Merchant. June6at2. Official 
Receiver, Lisbon bldgs, Victoria st, —s rarpool 

Beckett, William, Withecgeee, | Yorkehire, Timber Merchant, Kingston upon 
Hull. Pet May 8. Ord May 

Boyes, Robert, New Malton, Yorkshire, Draper. Scarborough. Pet May 20. 

22 

, Hanley, SteRorddhize, Builder, Hanley, Burslem, and Tun- 

Pet May 9. Ord May 

ee. 4 2 bury St Bdnunds, Oonfectioner. Bury St Edmunds. Pet May 

21. a 

ist Ord tay Nottingham, Fish Salesman. Nottingham. Pet Mayi. Ord 

Bare, Wiliam Je John, Addlestone, Surrey, Smith. Kingston, Surrey. Pet May 
10. Ord Ma 

Foster, James, Newmarket All Saints, Cambridgeshire, Stableman. Cambridge. 


Pet Ma Ord May 
Grimes, Band Salisbury, Boot Dealer. Salisbury. Pet May 22. Ord May 22+ 
re, Olerk in Holy Orders. Lin- 


Jenkins, Will James, Eiingham, Linco! 
coln, Pet May19. Ord May 

-e 5 Seraeiien, CK sacdbod anshire, Ship Chandler. Swansea. Pet April | 

rd May 





| 


Jowett, Sarah, Batley, Yorkshire, Rag Merchant. Dewsbury. Pet May 21. 
Keener, Richard, St Marychurch, Devonshire, Builder, Exeter. Pet May 8. 
mt ee ence See Scarborough. Pet May 20. 

Thomas, Kingston upon Hull, Master Mariner. Kingston upon 


natal, eee Ond Way 38 


and William Epworth, Lincolnshire, Farmers. Sheffield. 
nee ok: Ord May 22 
Roper, Rdward, are Leicestershire, Market Gardener. Leicester. Pet 


Finish N 
wa ec) MNT Monmouthshire, Brass Finisher. ewport 


iiiam Toward, and Duncan McGregor, Low 74 North- 
bere oe he 5 Pet Mar 15, Ord Mag 
Trueman, J afi ohn mas, Stockton on : tockton on 
Tees and Middlesborou it Pet ct May 11. Ord 
Turner, William, Leeds, Pet A Ord May 2% 
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mee, ye 
SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA, 
Anti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 
Guaranteed Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality 
with the excess of fat extracted. 

The Faculty pronounce it “ the most nutritious, per- 
fectly digestible beverage for Breakf Luncheon, or 
Bupper, and invaluable for Invalids and dren.” 

Highly commended by the entire Medical Press, 

Being without sugar, spice, or —- Le miguars 4 it suite 
all palates keeps for years in all climates, and is four 
times the strength of cocoas Givecnnae yet WEAKuNED 
with starch, &c., and IN REALITY CHBAPEBR than such 
Mixtures. 

Made instantaneously with boiling water, a teaspoonful 
toa Breakfast Cup, costing less than a halfpenny. 
Cocoatiwa a La Vaniiz is the most delicate, digestible, 
cheapest Manilla Chocolate, and may be taken whee 
richer chocolate is prohi bited, 
In tins at 1s. 6d., sey => 6d., &c., by Chemists and 


rocers. 
Charities on Special Terms by the Sole Proprietors, 
H, Souwzrrzer & Co.,10 Adam-st.,Strand ,Jondon, W 


HORACE COX’S Publications. 


ALES p—. Meta a DIGEST of 
geval a Ea 8 SEP SSO 


ALLIDAY'S CONOISK TREATISE on 
the LAW and PRACTICE of CONVEY. 














Al. 1 1L1DAr's DIGEST of the EXAM[- 


NATION QUESTIONS. Ni 
Thi th). Price ian ew Edition (the 


prs SET'LED LAND AOT, 1882, 
ae th Explanations, Note, and Precedents, ke. 


Dom 8 AGRIOULTURAL HOLDING 
(ENGLAND ND), ACT, 1883, with Explanation, 
8. 


mine &o. 
Hares STUDENTS’ STATUTBS. 

some of the more eral A: is ae with 
re of important feneral ‘Acts thereon, &c, Prive 188, 








London; Hopace Cox, 10, Wellington-street, Strand, 





EDE AND SON, 
ROBE aes MAKERS, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINT 
To Her sinlontt, She | Lord Ghancellor, # the Whole of the 
moh Corporation of London &e. 


ROBES FOR quran $6 COUNSEL AND gre Paieeaee- 


* GOAN 
Law Wigs sonic yh Sa Town Clerks, 
Clerks of the Pea 


and 
CORPORATION RuUsES, varvedaif: ns CLERGY GOWNS 
ESTABLISHED 1 
94, Ce AR ONe TTT Es ‘LONDON 
Ta 1 Vol, 850 pp.), price £2 2s., cloth. 
Fraenoi rT 





a. ERUAN tIL& and MAKI- 
LAW. By LEOPOLD GOIRAND, 
Boliettan te avoué) in Su of Contents :— 
Ju stem in w relating to 
poneanens 3 in Pte ants, f'Bankraptc of 

wo 


tcy— 
of Setlbe Private sveCnereane 908, blic 
se and Stolen Securities nag tp rs 
and | ~ Patents and Trade Marks 
—The omg | 
Maritime 





Shipping Freight, Average 


STEVENS & Sons, 119, Chancery-lane, London. 
STAMMERERS! STAMMERERS! 
MM: BEASLEY vce system for the 
cure of this extremely distressing affliction is 














the most successful of ony method yet introduced) 
has written “) which all stammerers should at 
onee read. y cured himself after s 
ing maapythen teiby sreme. sot ts dally tree with 
marvi cases apparently beyond all cure. 
—For book ‘apply, enclosing thirteen stamps, to 
Messrs. aE NE London Wall, E.C. 
be ACTI edna LA 
Fiteh Ba Bae (wlth PR ze CE Sh tie 
ules, Orders, io ary es now 
Baxter ea ‘SUDWAtU Re ACTS and 
By WYNNE E. BAXTER, Solicitor, 
e¥, and late Under-Striff of Lon ~ 
pages akon price 15s., crown 8v0, Goth iro 


Ee eS 2S 
, BOrERwonras, 1, Flest-strest, Her 





LAY? EXAMIN ATION. 


eater ay eee 
mane Dy | 





——— A. 5 39 (Mnarticled), 
He has had 20 years’ 
¥. branches of the Pee 





ence 
a ree : 
jonv Address, 
ffices, Queen Victoria-street, 
WANTED, immediatel: potent Cone the North, a 
thoroughly com: veyancer ahd Trust 


Lawyer, experienced 
mitted | ferred. Ind 3 ay , and 
profen —A gry ed to A. Z., care 


indis; 
of Messrs. | com & Platt, 85, *Gracechurch- 


street, E.C 
, oe ecu (Honours, 1884) D>sires a 
or General town or 


gouatey poodle frenoes — Apply, Link + # 


uff. LONDON POLTOSEO RS. as of nn 
Solicitor or Ges te peg Kd megeey -% 
Would undertake Seen be —— at at cariiost 








tunity, and coul 

pg Te ~ CES mpi parent 
any prac 

tostiononiais..-A dress, eee: spines 





v0 GOLIOTTORS. —A New Joint rm ond 
in of formation 





Royal QUURTS of JUSTICE. — Canse 
R:, ny ng Ay net os 

» | Bape Wire Sheth ee kee” 
UNEVBGSITiEs, Civil Service Legal, and 
4 other Examinations. 

Tutor and Public a yaar expe : 


Examiner of 
Sead ews Sanat wy Was, 
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PEARS’ 


PURE, FRAGRAN 


Sm ERASMUS WILSON, 
Surgeons of England, writes : 
and most careful manufacture, and 


of balms for the skin.” 


SOAP. 


T, REFRESHING. 


late President of the College of 


—‘*PEARS’ SOAP is of the nicest 


the most refreshing and agreeable 





SOLD EVE 


RYWHERE. 





" Gabe 


The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1883. 


Every requisite under the above Acta supplied on the 
shortest notice. 








The BOOKS and FORMS kept in stock for immediate 
use 


MEMORANDA and ARTICLES OF ASSOCIATION 


ily a in we r form for registration and 
dtstbaton CERTIFI Seen DEBENTURES, 
qnaiawed a printed. 


OFFICIAL SEALS designed 
eed executed, No Charge for Sketches. 


S>licitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO. 


(Late ASH & FLINT), 
Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, 
49, FLEET- yay ards. LONDON, E.C. (corner 
of Serjeante’-inn). 
Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 


1 tee HWAN’S LL WHISKY. 





INAHAN’S LL WHISKY. Pure, Mild 


and Mellow, Delicious and very Wholesome. 





Universally recommended by the Profession 





INAHAN’S LL WHISKY. 
The Cream of Old Irish Whiskies, 


INAHAN’S LL WHISKY. Gold Medal, 
be t ae 1878; Dublin Exhibition, 1865 
20, Great Titchfield-street, London, W. 


Lo yet. for Illustrating Litigated Cases 
Pa A ga and ‘air or other easements made to 

instructions.—F. H. McLAvcHLaNn, Architectural and 
em Modeller, 19, Dalyeil-road, Stockwell, 











TO H.R.H. THE PRINCE OF WALES | 


| yaad AND 00.8 OWN SAUCE. 


LIFE ASSOCIATION OF SCOTLAND, 


(For Life Assurance ot Anpuition, ) 
e oa _ ae > Ce 


ANNUAL REVENUE 
LOANS made on Freeholds, “Leaseholds, oan , = 

Securities, including Life Interests, and Absolute or 
Contingent Reversions. Loans upon Reversions are 
made at annual interest, or in consideration of a 
| deferred 

London: 5, Lombard-street, and 128, Pall Mall; 

Edinburgh : 82, Princes-street. 





B 


Current Accounts o 


ESTABLISHED aay 
IRKBECK AN K.— 
Southampton-buildings, Pm ¥.. a. 
med according to ae usual practice 
| of other Bankers, and Interest allowed on the minimum 
| monthly balances when not drawn below £25. Nocom- 
| mission charged for keeping Accounts. The Bank also 
| receives money on Deposit at Three per Cent. Interest, 
| repayable on demand. The Bank undertakes for its 
| Customers, free of charge, the custody of Deeds, Writings. 
and other Securities and Valuables; the collection et 
Bills of Exchange, Dividends, and [Coupons j and ms 
archase and sale of Stocks ‘and 8 Letters of 
| Bredit and Circular Notes issued, 
| A Pamphlet, by full particulars, on application. 
} ANCIS RAVENSCROFT, Manager. 
coal Sist March, Pe 


PARTRIDGE & COOPER, 


W AND GENERAL STATIONERS, 
1&2, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, 


| Lat Copying and Engrossing. 
Deeds and Writings en; and copied on the Premises, 

| with punctuality and dispatch, at the lowest scale of 

charges. A good Discount allowed on accounts 


LAW PRINTING. 
ee OF CLAIM AND DEFENCE, AFFI 
DA and other PLEADING, Printed at 1s, per folio. 
| DEEDS, CONVEYANCES, MORTGAGES, &c., Printed 
in form for Registration. 

Discount allowed for cash on agreed accounts. 


LITHOGRAPHY. 


ABSTRACTS, BRIEFS, PETITIONS, 
MINUTES OF EVIDENCE, . Litho; 


at reduced p 
PLANS OF ESTATES, SPECIFICATIONS, BUILD. 
ING SOCIETIES’ DEEDS, LEASES, &c., Lithographed 
with accuracy and 


PARCHMENT AND LEGAL PAPERS 
Samples and Catalogues sent post-free. 





E.C, 





DRAFTS 





Sours, PRESERVED PROVISIONS. 





POTTED MEATS and YORK and GAME 
PIES, also 


areola OF BEEF, BEEF TEA, 








"s°URTLE SOUP, and JELLY, and other 





QGPEOIALITIES for INVALIDS. 





CAUTION :—BEWARE OF IMITATIONS, 
Bole 
11, LITTLE STANHOPE STREET, MAYFAIR, W. 


DINNEFORD’S MAGNESIA. 


The Medical Profession for over Forty Years have ap- 
proved of this pure solution as the best remedy for 


ACIDITY of the STOMACH, HEARTBURN, HEADACHE 
GOUT and INDIGESTION 
And as the safest Aperient for Delicate Constitati 
Ladies, Uhildren, and Infants. 4 


DINEEFORD’S MAGNESIA. 





tephens 
Inks. 


SCARLET INK POR STEEL PENS. 


SUMMER TOURS IN SCOTLAND. 
LASGOW and the HIGHLANDS — 
Route via Crinan and Janals) 


WRITING 
AND 


COPYING 





ORTHERN ASSURANCE COMPS 
Established 1836. 
FIRE — LIFE. AT HOME AND ABROAD 
Lowpor: « Morag ceer, ha C. ABERDEEN: 


King-sti 
INCOME & £ FUNDS (1882) 


HE COMMEROIAL UNION ASSE 
ANCE ee 1aa% MAR 
—- 





tee 


reee in § pecial Trust for Life Policy- 
holders exceeds . 

Other Funds exceed .. 

TOTAL INVESTED FUR. Ds UPwAuDs Or” 


Total Annual Premium Income exceeds .. 1,06 
Uurer Ovrrczs: 19 ax 20, CORNHILL, LONDOD ' 
Wust Ewp Orrrcs: 8, PALL MALL, LONDON, 3.0 


LERIOAL, MEDICAL, and GENERA 
LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 
18, Sr. JAMES’S SQUARE, Lonpow, 8.W. 


Chairman, Rt Hon. Sir J.R.Mowsnat, Bt. MPD 13 


come 

Aevauate Fund * ah 451,000 10 
Established 1824, for the assurance of Heal 

Invalid lives. Aad 
New and — conditions of assurance re 


B. NEWBATT, Actuary and Secretary, 
N.B.—Then usual Commission allowed to So citors, 


PERILS ABOUND ON EVERY SiDs 


TIE RATLWAY PASSENGERS’ ASSURANCE COMPAM 
64, CORNHILL, 
Instres, ry nst Accidente of all kinds, on Lands 


and has 
CHE LA RGEST INVESTED CAPITAL, | 
“HE LARGEST ST ING ME, 
ear: 


THE LARGEST AMOUX OF GOMPENSA’ 
of any Accidental Assurance Company. 


CHAIRMAN :-HARVEY M. FARQUHAR, 


Apply to the Clerks at t the Railway Stations 
Li Agents, or 3 
West-end Office ene Geax ‘Hore, Bumprvd 
CHARING CROSS, 
Or at the : 
Head Office :—64, CORNHILL, LONDON, E. ve 


WILLIAM J. VIAN, Secre' 


See eee teeeereeeseereetee 








= i. 
te 


CAVENDISH COLLEGE, OAMBRIDG@! 


Four Bcholesshins of £30 each, tenable for 8 
ven, one by the Clothworkers’ Company, one byk 
a th e of Devonshi 


e 
been Esq., M.P., and one by E. B. Me a, 
will be offered for competition on August 6, 7, 
1884. Candidates must be under 17 on August 6. 
The usual age of entry being between 16 ida 
Degree x may be. taken man 18, Léa Board (1 ‘ 
College C or Or ging, 5 
extra Term in the Yoo Vacation), and includi 7 
= eee of Tuition and University 


“Ter © tertaae tal information apply to the W. 
Cavendish College, Cambridge. 


LONDON ee noes by authorit 
LONDON and NTRY ADVERTISEM 
ra a. 117, CHANCERY LANE, F 

ENRY GREEN, Advertisement A 
begs to direct the attention of the Legal Prof 
to the Be «oe hm of his long experience of up 
thirty years, in the special insertion of all pro 

notices, &c., and hereby solicits their ee p 

N.B. One copy of advertisement onl, 

strictest care and promptitude sore. O 


forms for ad mt and file of ti pondon G 
kept. By appointment. 


poss your HOUSES or APA 
MENTS AEOvSHOUr on 
MOEDER’S HIRE SYSTEM. 
The original, best, and seety liberal. 
Founded A.D. 1868. 
Cash prices. No extyg charge for time g ven, 
Illustrated priced Catalogues, w: D C 


terms, post-free. 
F. MOEDER, 249, aad 250, Tottenham-¢ 
rosd. and 19, 20, and 21, ’"Morwell-street. W. 











and Caledonian 
Mail Steamer COLUMBA or IONA from 
Giagow Dolly a6 7 0.m., Som Greenock a6 9 aan, 
seevering, sage for Oe ~~ A) Bighien nd 
—— wg pet » Gairl oath 


Stornoway, ag 


och, pone, Glencoe, 
and 1s., b or at W. H. smith & Sons 
oe y Post oF Oe, OF ae ice oJ. Pras ste 4 


the owner, Davin MacBaarem ocauner 
¢ 119, “Ho 








AWYERS’ PRAYER UNION.—L a 


protean or their clerks 
to attend, or will assist in in othe: 

uested toapply to Mr. H. C. Niszet, ne 
inn-fields. 








rita lS 


apne 


a St 9h 





